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CURRENT TOPICS. 
Mn. Hurnert Innes Jackson has been appointed a 
Chancery Registrar in succession to Mr. J. M. Holdship, 





Tr wiz we sren fromthe report we publish else. 
Where of some observations made on Saturday last, by 
: Justice Grove, that our remarks last week as to the 
delay in making known the issue of the new Judicature 
Were not uncalled for. The learned judgo com- 

that but for seeing the rules in a law newspaper, 

he nor his brethren in the Exchequer Division 

have had any idea—nine days after the rules had 

‘Wme into operation—that any such rules were in exist. 





ence ; and the case which called for the observations of the 
learned judge would have been tried in flat contraven- 
tion of one of the new rules. There are two morals 
which we may be permitted to draw from this event; 
first, that no rules should be permitted to come into force 
until they have been published in the London Gazette ; 
and, next, that not only the profession, but learned 
judges will find it to their advantage to subscribe to 
legal journals which publish early copies of all new 
orders. 





WE CALLED ATTENTION a short time since to the 
illegality of the charge of commission by executors and 
administrators collecting and distributing the assets of 
deceased persons leaving property in India. The matter 
has recently come under the notice of the Government 
of India in Calcutta, who have taken the opinion of the 
Advocate-General, and appear to be prepared to act upon 
it. The following is the opinion given by the Advocate- 
General, which is to be published in the Gazette of India 
and to be brought to the notice of the Chancery Division 
of the High Court of Justice in England :— 


‘*The sole principle upon which executors in England 
were allowed to charge commission on assets collected in 
India was that the Indian courts allowed commission (see 
the note to Cockerell vy. Barker, 2 Rass. 589, and Matthews 
v. Bagshawe, 14 Beav. 123). That last decision was in 
1851. No reference was made in that report to the 
Administrator-General’s Act of 1849, probably because the 
collections were made before that Act passed, and possibly 
because no one knew of the Act; but there is a note 
(p. 126) which refers to that Act. I can find no case in 
which the question has since come before the English 
courts. Iam, however, of opinion that should the present 
state of the law, embodied in Act 2 of 1874, which isa 
continuation of Act 7 of 1849 and other intervening Acts, 
be brought to the notice of the Court of Chancery in 
any case which may arise there, commission will not be 
allowed. Presumably the Administrator-General’s Act of 
1849, ‘passed soon after the failures of 1847-48, had for 
its object the protection of estates against failure of 
agents, and accordingly a public officer was appointed, on 
the terms of giving security to Government and submitting 
his accounts for audit. The taking of commission by a 
private individual is contrary to law. An executor or 
administrator who appropriates part of the estate as com- 
mission takes what he is prohibited by law from taking, 
and is guilty of criminal breach of trust, because he takes 
to himself what has come into his hands for another. In 
my opinion, an Indian executor or administrator, other 
than the Administrator-General, who charges or retains 
commission is indictable under section 405 of the Indian 
Penal Code coupled with sections 23, 24. 

“‘ Before enforcing the law some public notice should, 
I think, be given, the matter having been brought to the 
notice of Government some time ago, and nothing having 
been done to stop what may be said to be a growing and 
improper practice.” 

It will be observed that if the course thus advised 
is adopted, past breaches of the law will be left to be 
dealt with by the civil courts, on the ground that the 
law has not been generally known. But it is right to 
draw public attention to the fact that persons who in 
future illegally receive commission or payment for 
agency in these cases will incur a criminal as well as a 
civil responsibility. 





Tus LIABILITY oF cLuRs and “homes” to take out a 
licence for the sale of intoxicating liquor came before 
the Exchequer Division a few days ago in Proomberg v. 
Balding, but the prosecutor and appellant failed on a 
technical point, and the main and very important ques- 
tion was barely argued. The facts were that the 
defendant was the manager of the “ Sailor's Home,” and 
as such manager ‘‘ admitted his responsibility, if anyone 
was responsible,” for the sale without licence of liquor to 
one of the boarders at the Home. ‘* None “a 
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were allowed to be supplied, but they were allowed to 
entertain their shipmates, payment being made by the 
boarders only.” There was a profit on the sales, but not 
sufficient to cover expenses, which were mainly defrayed 
by the subscriptions of the charitable. The Inland 
Revenue, having been made aware of the character of the 
institution, had acquainted the managers formally that 
‘*they would treat it as a club, and that no licence 
would, therefore, be required.” The manager having 
been summoned under the third section of the Licensing 
Act, 1872, which enacts that ‘‘no person shall sell any 
intoxicating liquor without being duly licensed,” the 
magistrate dismissed the summons, on the ground that 
the section in question only applied to a place of public 
resort, and that the Sailor’s Home was not, upon the facts, 
such a place. But the Exchequer Division declined to 
travel into so wide a question, and gave judgment for the 
appellant, upon a case stated under 20 & 21 Vict. c. 43, 
on the ground that only the occupier could be con- 
victed under the 3rd section of the Licensing Act, 
1872, and that the manager, being only agent of the 
directors, could not be so convicted. ‘Is a potboy,” 
asked one of the judges, ‘‘ to be convicted because his 
master does not happen to have taken out a licence?” 
To this question we should answer that the section is 
directed simply against any ‘‘ person,” and to construe 
it in any other way would throw the door open to fraud. 
Moreover, section 4 provides that the occupier shall, if 
it be proved that he was privy to the sale, be subject to 
the penalty for sale without licence, which shows that 
the Act had in contemplation other persons besides the 
occupier being liable in the firstinstance. On the larger 
question we are on the whole inclined to agree with the 
magistrate that the 3rd section of the Licensing Act, 
1872, is pointed at places of public resort only. But it 
is material to point out that the question is mainly one 
of fact ; that section 62 of the Licensing Act, 1872, pro- 
vides that ‘‘in proving the sale or consumption of 
intoxicating liquor for the purpose of any proceeding 
relative to any offence under this Act, it shall not be 
necessary to show that any money actually passed, if the 
court on hearing the case be satisfied that a transaction 
in the nature of a sale actually took place; ” and that a 
sale at a loss is none the less a sale. 





WE HAVE ALWAYS HAD SOME DIFFICULTY in under- 
standing how the inhabitants of certain countries 
manage to transact the ordinary business of life without 
experiencing great inconvenience from the extremely 
lengthy nature of their proper names. We were once 
absolutely appalled on coming suddenly, during a short 
vacation in Wales, upon a notice put forth by the revis- 
ing barrister for Merionethshire with reference to the 
revision of the lists of the various parishes in his district. 
Our impression is that no parish had a name with less 
than eleven syllables. The same difficulty occurs with 
regard to the names of persons in her Majesty’s Indian 
dominions, and we should think it must make itself felt a 
good deal in Indian appeals. We were recently glancing 
over the Law Reports, and it seemed to vs from the head- 
note that the case of Rameshur Pershad Narain Singh v. 
Koonj Behari Pattuk (L. R. 4 App. Cas. 121), involved a 
point of considerable general interest with regard to the 
law of easements. The head-note is as follows:— 
“The right to the water of a river flowing in a 
natural channel through a man’s land, and the 
right to water flowing to it through an artificial water- 
course constructed on his neighbour's land, do not rest 
on the same principle. In the former case each succes- 
sive riparian proprietor is prima facie entitled to the 
unimpeded flow of the water in its natural course, and 
to its reasonable enjoyment as it passes through his land, 
as a natural incident to his ownership of it. In the 
latter any right to the flow of the water must rest on some 
grant or arrangement, either proved or presumed, from or 
with the owners of the lands from which the water is 





——<$——— 
artificially brought, or on some other legal origin.” y, 
nice questions have often arisen in English courts with 
regard to the question how far the law with regard ty 
very ancient artificial watercourses approximates to ths 
law with regard to the flow of natural watercourses ; ang 
in cases such as Rameshur Pershad Narain Singh y, 
Koonj Behari Pattuk, even if they be not binding oy 
thorities in Westminster Hall or at Lincoln’s-inn, y 
useful discussions on such a matter might be found, 
But how is a case burdened with such a name 
become popular in Westminster Hall and at Lincoln's. 
inn? On proceeding to look at the body of the 
case, we feel that the attempt to naturalize it ther 
would indeed te an uphill one. We find the fol. 
lowing passages in Sir Montague Smith’s judg- 
ment:—‘‘ They rested their judgment, however, ip 
great degree on the fact that the tl and khonwa, are 
artificial works erected on the defendant's own mouzah,” 
And the arrangement come to is thus expressed : “ When 
the water of the tal of mouzah Mahooet aforesaid is about 
to overflow, and there happens to be any necessity for 
discharging the same, at that time our client aforesaid 
shall discharge the water of the said ‘negar’ towards 
the ‘tal’ of Mouzah Chahul, &c., through the course of 
the long standing ‘ negar,’ which the Elakadar of Chahul 
&c., declares to be a khunwa.” We fear that this 
kind of thing would be quite fatal to any attempt 
to make Rameshur Pershad Narain Singh v. Koonj 
Behari Pattuk, and that class of cases, ever really 
popular in the Queen’s Bench, Common Pleas, or 
Exchequer Divisions. A great contrast is afforded in 
favour of the convenience, if not of the dignity, of our 
own more moderate patronymics by a reference to the 
name of a well-known case on which the judgment of the 
Privy Council principally proceeded—viz., Wood vy. 
Waud. Until our Indian fellow-subjects agree upon 
some plan for abbreviating their names for legal pur- 
poses, anything like a free interchange of authorities 
between the two countries is, we fear, hopeless. 





Tue REVISED CriminaAL Cope was last week intro- 
duced into the House of Commons. The alterations 
it has undergone were described by the Attorney- 
General as consisting in an amplification of the state. 
ment of the law with regard to certain matters, 
especially the law relating to justifications and excuses 
for acts which would, if committed without such justi- 
fications or excuses, amount to crimes ; in the re-arrange- 
ment of the subjects dealt with; in the excision of 
certain obsolete statu tes, and some statute law which is 
not obsolete, but which for very good reasons the 
commission has thought right not to include in the 
code; in the substitution in that part of the code 
which relates to procedure of certain provisions for 
carrying out objects intended to be attained by clauses 
introduced into the original Bill, but in a somewhat 
different manner, and more fully and more completely; 
in the introduction also into this part of the Bill of some 
improvements in the law altogether novel, which were 
not mentioned in the Bill of last session; and, lastly, in 
considerable alterations in the drafting of many portions 
of the measure. The point now is to secure both an 
easy passage for the merely consolidating portions of the 
Bill and a careful discussion of the proposed alterations 
in the law. Both objects are equally essential, and, in 
order to facilitate the attainment of both, there ought 
to be marginal notes on the Bill indicating every pr0- 
vision which alters the existing law. This has been done 
in the new Bankruptcy Bill, and we see no reason why it 
should not be done in the new code. 





Tue pecision of the House of Lords in the Glasgow 
Bank cases has long been looked upon as almost certain. 
It seems impossible, however desirous one may be to seé 
the liability of trustees limited to the amount of the 
trust fund, to avoid the force of the argument that the 
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result of permitting such a construction would be neither 
more nor less than the creation of shares with a limited 
jiability. And if this limit of liability could be created 
for some snares in a bank, why not. for all the shares in 
a bank? There would be nothing to prevent every share 
in the bank being held by trustees who would be fur- 
nished as a trust fund with the precise amount to be 

id upon the share and would have no further liability. 
But this, as the Lord Chancellor pointed out, is just 
what the law will not permit to be done with regard to 
a joint stock company of this kind, except by means of 
the constitution of a company with liability limited ac- 
cording to the statute ; and such a company the Glasgow 
Bank never was. “The directors,” said the Lord Chan- 
cellor, “ had no power under their deed—and the appel- 
lants must be taken to have known that they had no 
power—to enter into or accept a contract of this descrip- 
tion; and the contract, if attempted to be made, would 
have been ultrd vires and void.” 





THE NATURALIZATION ACT, 1870. 


A yoven and somewhat difficult question upon the 
construction of the Naturalization Act, 1870, was decided 
on Monday week by the Irish Master of the Rolls and 
Judge Longfield, sitting as deputy visitors of Trinity 
College, Dublin. According to the statutes now in force 
at that college, no person can be elected to a scholarship 
who is not a British subject. Mr. Johnston, one of the 
successful candidates in June, 1878, was objected to as 
not possessing this qualification, under the following 
circumstances :—Mr. Johnston’s father was an Irishman 
by birth, but had taken up his permanent residence in 
the United States before 1858, when his son was born 
there. In 1860, the fatier voluntarily became natural- 
ized in the United States, and as he had not since the 
passing of the Naturalization Act, 1870, made any 
declaration of British nationality under section 6, or 
obtained any certificate of re-admission to British nation- 
ality under section 8, he had by virtue of section 6 ceased 
tobe a British subject, and was to be regarded as an alien. 
But section 10, clause 3, enacts that, ‘‘ where the father 
being a British subject, or the mother being a British 
subject and a widow, becomes an alien in pursuance of 
this Act, every child of such father or mother, who dur- 
ing infancy has become naturalized in the country where 
the father or mother is naturalized, and has according to 
the laws of such country become naturalized therein, 
shall be deemed to be a subject of the State of which 
the father or mother has become a subject, and nota 
British subject.” 

The question was whether this section applied to 
Mr. Johnston. The Archbishop of Dublin and Sir 
Joseph Napier, Bart., the Vice Chancellor of the Uni- 
versity, were the visitors of the college, and they had 
Tespectively appointed the Master of the Rolls and Judge 
Longfield to hold a visitation and decide the case as their 
deputies. The Master of the Rolls and Judge Longfield 
both concurred in holding that, notwithstanding the 
Naturalization Act, 1870, Mr. Johnston was still a British 
—* and his election to the scholarship was therefore 
valid. 

_ The Master of the Rolls, in giving judgment, said 
it was clear enough that in this country, apart from 
the Naturalization Act, 1870, Mr. Johnston, being the 
child of a British subject, was throughout every period 
of his life himself a British subject, though born in the 
United States. The Statute of Anne was express upon 
the point. The question was, did the Naturalization 
Act contain a clear enactment under which Mr. John- 
ston’s status as a subject of the Crown was taken away, 
and a new status, that of a citizen of the United States, 
forced upon him, while he himself was incapable of 
making any choice—and that by a matter ew post facto ? 
To effect such a change the language must be very clear. 
According to section 10, clause 3, three things should 
Concur to make the minor child not a British subject. 








The father must have become an alien; the minor child 
must have become resident in the country where his 
father was naturalized, and under the laws of that 
country the child must have become naturalized there. 
With regard to the last matter, they had been left 
altogether in the dark, for it appeared to him that this 
third essential could only be proved, as a matter of fact, 
by giving proper evidence of the law of the United 
States. The appellant had had ample opportunity to 
adduce such evidence. However, that might be too 
technical a ground for rejecting the appeal, particularky 
as the appellant’s counsel said that there could be no 
doubt as te the law of America, at all events upon one 
matter, which was entirely acquiesced in by Mr. John- 
ston’s counsel—namely, that Mr. Johnston was at the 
instant of his birth a citizen of the United States. All 
the authorities seemed to concur in that view. If that 
were so, he did not see how Mr. Johnston was to become 
naturalized by the law of the United States. The words 
“become naturalized” pointed to and signified a change 
in the status of the child. They were the same words 
as were used in reference to the father’s change of status 
in the 6th section, and they did not, to his mind, 
embrace the case they had now to deal with, where taey 
were asked by retrospective legislation to take away from 
Mr. Johnston the clear status of a British subject, 
which he had when the statute was passed. That view 
might involve the great anomaly that the statute left this 
case unprovided for, while the case of a minor child 
born in the United Kingdom might be brought within 
it. The anomaly, however, was not so great as might 
be supposed, for the change of residence -of the child 
born ia that kingdom to that of the father’s adopted 
country, after the father’s naturalization—if the laws of 
that country deemed him naturalized in that case—might 
furnish a very reasonable ground for the enactment under 
which the minor child’s status was altered. But, in truth, 
the statute could not be construed by the suggestion of 
anomalies. The whole of the law of double allegiance 
was fraught with them, and the statute had left many of 
them untouched. Besides the view he had stated of the 
3rd clause of section 10, he was very much inclined te 
hold that the words ‘‘has become resident’ implied a 
change of residence to the father’s adopted country, and 
that after the father had got the status of a subject of it. 
It was difficult to see why those words in the 3rd clause 
ought not to receive the same meaning as in the 4th 
clause of the same section, which provided for the case 
of minor children, becoming resident in the British 
dominions with their father, being re-admitted with him 
to British nationality. In any point of view there 
seemed the greatest difficulty in getting any sufficiently 
clear interpretation of the words “‘ has become resident ” 
to apply them to the case of Mr. Johnston, so as to 
deprive him of what the law guaranteed him up to the 
passing of the statute. Judge Longfield delivered judg- 
ment to the same effect. 

Under all the circumstances of the case, the 
practical result arrived at is by no means to be 
regretted; but the principle upon which the de- 
cision mainly proceeds—viz., that it requires the 
clearest language to take away a status of British 
nationality—is one which seems to us only capable of 
being applied to cases in which this status happens to be 
an advantage. If, for instance, Mr. Johnston had been 
on his trial for acts of treason felony committed outside 
the United Kingdom, we doubt very much whether he 
would have been held to have continued a British 
subject so as to render him liable. 








The nineteenth anniversary festival of the Solicitors’ 
Benevolent Association will be held at the Star and 
Garter Hotel, Richmond, Surrey, on Monday, the 16th 
of June next, at half-past six o'clock, p.m., under the 
presidency of Lord Justice Baggallay. 
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THE PRACTICAL WORKING OF THE TRADE 
MARKS REGISTRATION ACTS, 1875-7. 


III. 


WHenever a system of registration of trade-marks is first 
introduced, a considerable number of questions may be 
expected to arise. A number of manufacturers or 
tradesmen, perhaps in different parts of the country, 
have been using trade-marks of which the leading 
features are substantially the same, and the necessity for 
protecting by registration whatever rights they may 
have acquired, at once precipitates a collision which has 
been long impending. A person or firm has used, for along 
time it may be, by way of a trade-mark, some word or 
emblem, which is the common property of all subjects 
of the State, or of all members of a particular trade. 
Registration-may have been granted to a person which 
ought to have been refused if the full facts had been 
known; or it may have been refused where it ought to 
have been granted. In one way or another many ques- 
tions are certain to have to be solved, and such has been 
found to be the case in this country with respect to the 
Registration Acts, of which that of 1875 was the 
earliest. 

That this would be so was contemplated by the 
framers of the Act of 1875 and the rules made there- 
under, and provision is accordingiy made in the 5th 
section of the Act, and rules 35—39, 42—45, for the 
determination of questions which should arise with 
respect to registration. What is there pointed out as 
the object to be aimed at by persons aggrieved is the 
rectification of the register; and the manner in which 
this rectification is to be obtained is to be by an order 
of the Chancery Division of the High Court of Justice. 
How the application is to be made, upon which such 
order is to be founded, is a separate point. 

Under what circumstances, then, has it been found in 
practice that the interposition of the court has been 
demanded, in order to determine the rights of registered 
proprietors, or applicants for registration, or to correct 
any cases of friction which have occurred in the working 
of the Acts and rules? In the 5th section of the Act 
three instances requiring a remedy are specified—viz., 
where a person has been registered as the proprietor of 
a trade-mark which is not his property ; where a person 
has not been registered as the proprietor of a mark which 
is his property; where a mark has been registered which 
ought not to have been registered ; and there are pro- 
visions for deciding conflicting claims to the same 
trade-mark. The court is empowered to decide whether 
@ mark is or is not a registerable trade-mark ; any ques- 
tion relating to the right of any person to have his own 
name placed on the register or that of another removed 
from it, or any other question that it may be necessary 
o- expedient to decide for the rectification of the 
register. The 35th rule further provides for the 
alteration of a registered trade-mark by the proprietor, 
such registration not to extend to the essential particu- 
lars of the mark, and by an additional rule of February 
4, 1878, the registration of a mark may be cancelled on 
the application of the proprictor. 

The moet usual object of the applications made to 
the court has been to have a mark placed on the register 
in the name of the applicant, such registration having 
been refused by the Registrar of Trade Marks, either 
because in bis opinion the mark which it is proposed to 
register is in some respect unqualified for registration, 
or beeause the registration is opposed by some other 
firm. It is only in the former case that the application 
for an order to rectify the register by the registration of 
the mark is resisted by the registrar in court; where 
the objection comes from other parties they are left to 
support their own contentions. ‘The first order made 
under the Act of 1875, so far a» is known, was made 
by the Master of the Rolle on an application by a 
Catunant of « rejected mark for directions as to the 
manner in which the opinion of the court should be 





——_... 


taken with respect to the registrar's refusal—Z, 
parte Stevens (1) (M.R., June 21, 1876, 24 W. R. 819 
When that case came on to be heard (July 28, 1876, LR 
3 Ch. D. 659) the application for registration was ref 
and in the majority of cases the applicant has been 
unsuccessful. In two cases only, of which any in. 
formation is to be obtained, has registration pure ang 
simple been granted; those were Jn re Powell (MR, 
Jan. 12, 1878, 1 Trade Marks, 237), and. In 
Jelley, Son, & Jones (M.R., May 18, 1878, 1 Trade 
Marks, 346). In the former case a willow-pattem 
plate was allowed to be registered by each of two sauce 
makers, but even there the application of neither party 
was wholly successful, since the rival trader was also 
allowed registration. The nearest approach to this was 
in In re Walkden Aérated Waters Company (MR, 
June 8, 1877, 1 Trade Marks, 39) ; but there registration 
was only granted on condition of the consent of both 
the previously registered proprietors being obtained, In 
the other cases in which the application for registration 
has been granted, it has always been with some limita. 
tion. Thus, in Jn re Barrows (Court of Appeal, April 
26, 1877, L. R. 5 Ch. D. 353), representation, and not 
separate registration, was granted; so in Jn re Brook 
(V.C.H., July 13, 1878, 26 W. R. 791). Again, in Jnr 
Whitely (M.R., Feb. 8, 1879), and Jn re Rabone Brothers 
& Company (M.R., Feb. 15, 1879), registration was 
only granted with the addition of a note on the register 
which imposed restrictions on the user of the mark—in 
the first case, with respect to the manner; in the second, 
with respect to the locality of user. In Jn re Har. 
greaves (V.C.H., February 27, 1879) registration for 
part of a class, or with a note was refused; and 
in Ex parte Stephens (2) (M.R., July 28, 1878, 
L. R. 3 Ch. D. 659); In re Mitchell (V.C.H., Aug. 2, 
1877, L. R. 7 Ch. D. 36); Jn re Orr Ewing & 
Co. (Court of Appeal, June 7, 1878, L. R. 8 Ch. D, 
794; In re Brook, V.C.H., July 18, 1878, 26 W.R 
791) (as to a part of the marks); In re Brandréh, 
(M.R., Aug., 1878, L. R. 9 Ch. D. 618); and Jn re Rosing 
(Court of Appeal, Nov. 13, 1878) registration was simply 
refused. 


Another form of application is to have a registered 
mark removed from the register, on the ground that if 
never ought to have been placed there. An application 
of this nature was made with success in Jn re Hyde & 
Co. (MLR., Jan. 18, 1878, 26 W. R. 625, L. R. 7 Ch. D. 
724), where the words “ Bank of England”’ had been 
registered for sealing-wax, though they had become 
common to the trade; and in x parte Sules Pollard 
& Co., a similar application on the part of the registered 
proprietors themselves was granted with respect to the 
letters ‘8. P.’’ on snuff. 

Another form of application is to vary the registration 
of a registered mark by entering on the register some 
limitation of the registration in the form of a note to the 
original entry. This form of application has usually 
been adopted in cases where a person has registered 4 
trade-mark which, besides his own distinctive mark, in- 
cludes words or devices common to the public or the 
trade. Thus, in Jn re Lequardt (M.R., April 12, 1878, 
1 Trade Marks, 316); In re Mitchell (2) (M.R., April 
12, 1878, 1 Trade Marks, 317); and In re Kuhn & Co. 
(M.R., Nov. 29, 1878), various words and devices 
common to the pen trade had been registered in connec- 
tion with the trade-marks of those makers, and notes 
were ordered to be entered on the register disclaiming 
the exclusive right to such words and symbols, In In 
re Lysaght (M.R., July 19, 1878) a somewhat similar 
order was made, on the application of the registered pro- 
prictor himself, to limit the registration of a mark regis- 
tered in class 5, to galvanized sheet iron, on which alone 
it was an old mark. 

In Bx parte Walker & Oo, (V.O.M, July 25, 1878) 
an order was made, on the application of the registered 
proprietors under rule 35, to substitute the word 
“ Dudley” for the word “Netherton” in a trade-mark 
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-consisting of the letter W., a crown, and the word in 
-question, on the ground that the word was not an 
essential particular of the mark. 

Another variety of application is that adopted in Ex 

Lawrence & Co. (M.R., Nov. 2, 1878), where the 
manager of a firm of manufacturers of printers’ rollers, 
_during the absence of his employers abroad and without 
their knowledge, obtained the registration in his own 
name of a trade-mark substantially identical with theirs. 
The application made by the firm was to insert their 
own firm name on the register in the place of the 
registered proprictor’s, but, though he did not object, 
the application was refused, on the ground that the 
registration which had been effected had not been 
effected by the applicant’s instructions, and was, there- 
fore, a mere wrongful act from the beginning, so that 
the only way in which the registration could be utilized 
‘by the applicants was by taking an assignment from the 
registered proprietor of his registered mark, which was 
out of the question, as he had no business to assign with 
the mark. The only relief that could be granted was, 
therefore, to remove the registered mark from the 
register, and to leave the true proprietors to take fresh 
proceedings to obtain their own registration; but it 
appears that if the manager had received instructions 
from his employers to register their mark for them, 
and had then registered it in his own name, he would 
have been held to be a trustee for them, and a transfer 
of the mark into their name would have been granted. 

It is convenient to mention here the applications 
which have been made to the court in various cases to 
restrain applicants for registration from proceeding with 
‘their applications, though such cases do not involve a 
rectification of the register, since the marks in question 
have never been placed upon it. In Jn re Paton (M.R., 
March 1, 1878, 1 Trade Marks, 285), the Master of the 
Rolls directed that the case should be heard upon ad- 
journed summons taken out by the opponents to regis- 
tration; and in In re Horsburgh (M.R., Feb. 3, 1878, 1 
Trade Marks, 260), and In re Farina (2) (V.C.H., Feb. 
13, 1879), such applications by opponents of registration 
were successful. In Hw parte Barrows (M.R., May 11, 
1877, Weekly Notes, 1877, p. 119), such an application 
succeeded to the extent of limiting the registration to a 
part of aclass. In Jn re Farina (1) (V.C.H., Jan 17, 
1878, 26 W. R. 261), the application was unsuccessful. 





Recent Dectstans. 


THE MATRIMONIAL CAUSES ACT, 1878. 


(Grove v. Grove, Prob. D., 27 W. R. 324; Yglesias v. 
Yglesias and Selby, Prob. D., 27 W. R. 432). 


The Matrimonial Causes Act, 1878 (41 & 42 Vict. c. 
19), was in these cases the subject of discussion before 
Sir James Hannen. In Grove v. Grove a man had been 
summarily convicted of an aggravated assault upon his 
wife, and thereupon the justices, under section 4 of the 
Act, made an order reciting that the wife’s future safety 
was in peril, and directing that she should be no longer 
bound to cohabit with her husband. They also ordered that 
the husband should pay to the wife a weekly allowance 
of £3, and that the latter should have the custody of 
the only child of the marriage, Against this decision 
the husband appealed to the Probate Division, and two 
points were raised. It was argued that the allowance 
omlered was excessive, having regard to the husband's 
means; but the President of the Division held that this 
allegation had not been established, and observed that it 
Would be unfortunate if the court was obliged, upon 
every appeal under the Act, to enter upon a fresh inves- 
tigation as to the husband's circumstances, Secondly, 
it was uged that the order was ultra vires in giving the 
wife the permanent oustody of the child, when the Act 
only empowered the justices to provide for the custody 


of children under ten years of age; but the President 
declined to set aside the order, which was good until the 
child was ten years old. The other case (Yglesias v. 
Yglesias and Selby) involved a question under the 3rd 
section of the Act. On the 5th of March, 1878, the 
husband obtained a decree absolute for a divorce, there 
being no issue of the marriage. On the 27th of May 
the Matrimonial Causes Act was passed, the 3rd section 
giving the court jurisdiction to vary the settlement 
where there is no issue of the marriage. On the 4th of 
February, 1879, an application was made for leave to 
file a petition for variation of the settlements, the peti- 
tioner’s counsel contending that the 3rd section had a 
retrospective operation; but the President refused the 
application, pointing out that if he were to hold the 
enactment to be retrospective the court might be called 
upon to vary the settlement in every earlier case where 
the divorced parties had no issue. 





Rebiews. 
HINDU LAW. 


A Treatise on Hinpv Law anp Usacz. By Joux D 
Mayne. Stevens & Haynes. 


This work is one which will be perused with great 
interest and profit by students of general law, and it 
also possesses practical merits which will, we may hope, 
render it of real service to Englishmen intrusted with 
the delicate task of administering the civil law of India. 
Hindu law is the elaborate and systematic product of an 
ancient civilization—a system which cannot, with im- 
punity, be altered piecemeal, or rashly tampered with in 
detail ; and it rests upon a fundamental theory of prop- 
erty widely different, and differing in many most import- 
ant consequences, from the systems of Western Europe. 
Add to this that in particular parts of the country, and 
among particular races, the Hindu law has varied in its 
development, or has been in vogue pertially and with 
modifications, and it is easy to see what pitfalls 
await the judge on every side. The resource of 
deciding according to natural equity, independently of 
law altogether, is unfortunately one that meets but 
few occasions. It is in rare cases only that natural 
equity will furnish a simple and uniform readjustment 
of some particular portion of the law; as appears to 
have happened in the rule of the English courts limit- 
ing an heir’s liability for debts to the extent of the 
assets. There does not seem to have been always 
present to our courts so reasonable a spirit as that 
reform indicates in dealing with matters which they were 
free to treat without regard to special Hindu law. It 
is a common practice in India to take conveyances of 
property in the name of the trustee or nominee, the 
benamidar ; or fora man to convey his own property to a 
benamidar, as trustee for himself. When this latter 
course was taken to defraud creditors, and the beneficial 
right to the property was afterwards contested by the 
benamidar, ‘* the rule,” says Mr. Mayne, ‘‘ was for some 
time considered to be that where this state of things 
was made out, the court would invariably refuse relief, 
and would leave the parties to the consequences of their 
own misconduct, dismissing the plaint when the suit 
was brought by the real owner to get back possession 
of his property, and refusing to listen to the defence 
when he set it up in opposition to the person whom he 
had invested with the legal title, Aud persons who take 
under the real owner, whether as heirs or as purchasers, 
were treated in exactly the same manner as he was.” 
This strange rule has happily been broken through; and 
wo may hope that effectual means have been found in its 
stead for giving to the defrauded creditors, rather then 
to the doubly fraudulent denamidar, the benefit of the 
property. 








It is probable that the different Tudian popula. 
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tions have in recent times been disposed to admit 
the conception of individual property more freely than 
the law would admit; and that if the law had been ad- 
ministered by native judges alone it might have been 
slow to follow the exigencies of the people. British 
judges, perhaps from over-scrupulousness, sometimes 
err in the same direction; but a notable and amusing 
instance to the contrary is to be found in the account of 
the decisions which settled the question in Madras 
whether a Hindu could make a binding will. The first 
authority in the affirmative was a decision of the Privy 
Council in 1856, which “was expressly based on the 
opinion of the pundits, and the judgments of two judges. 
The former appears to have been founded on a miscon- 
ception, and the latter upon an erroneous application of 
decisions given under one system of law, to a case 
which ought to have been governed by a wholly different 
system.” 


Mr. Mayne enters carefully into the historical aspect 
of his subject, and, among many other valuable sugges- 
tions, he puts what we cannot but consider a sound and 
rational explanation and limit to the doctrine which 
makes religious efficacy the test and ground of heirship. 
He explains that doctrine as an innovation, which arose 
either by simple confusion, or under Brahmanical in- 
fluence, “ from treating the offering of oblations and the 
succession to the estate as cause and effect, instead of 
antecedent and consequent. The offering of sacrifices 
to the deceased was really a duty. It grew to be 
considered the evidence of a right. When this idea 
became fixed, it was readily applied to all persons who 
presented such offerings, whatever might be the reason 
for their presentation. He also points out that sacri- 
ficial merit as the test of heirship is unknown to the 
Mitakshara, Equally interesting are the suggestions, 
and the facts which support them, regarding the practice 
cf adoption, independently of religious motives, 
both among races whose usages are independent of 
Brahmanical influence, and universally prior to 
that influence. The extent to which the Brahmans 
have directly modified Hindu law in even modern 
times in the priestly interest is remarkable. The 
system in vogue in Bengal, which has been 
moulded by them, presents the notion of joint 
property with great modifications in the direction of in- 
dividual ownership and free power of disposition. Mr. 
Mayne follows Sir H. 8. Maine in attributing in great 
part to the design or favour of the priestly class the 
growth of the power of partition. He is also inclined 
to ascribe to the same influence the earlier recognition 
of testamentary power in Bengal than elsewhere. In 
Bengal a widow succeeds to the interest of her husband 
dying without issue, although he died without any 
partition having been effected ; it is to the advantage of 
a priesthood, as Mr. Mayne suggests, that females should 
have control of property. The degree in which religious 
gifts are favoured is well known to be a striking feature 
of Hindu law. 

In the introductery portion of the work the author 
points out the non-Brahmanical origin of the most 
distinctive principles of Hindu law; and the manner 
and extent of its aeceptance among the non-Aryan races 
of the peninsula. The special practical value of the 
book appears to us to lie in the illustrations clearly given 
throughout of the distinctive character of the two great 
schools, and of the particular variations of usage in 
different quarters. The author is eminently qualified to 
treat the subject in this comprehensive manner; and by 
so doing he has made a most important addition to the 

literature of jurisprudence. 


SETTLEMENT OF REAL ESTATES. 
Tur Serriemenr or Reat Estates; Beno Twenty-Four 
Lectures petiverry tn Guar's-1nw Hawt is tHe Year 
1876. By Josuva Witxtams, Esq., Q.C., Professor of 





the Law of Real and Personal Property to the Counc: 
of Legal Education. H. Sweet. 


To a generation of lawyers brought up on “ Williams,” 
it is unnecessary to say that the author of this book 
combines in an uncommon degree the power of seizing: 
the leading points in a subject and presenting them 
with perfect clearness, terseness, and accuracy. These 
characteristics are very discernable in the present book, 
and, being cast in the form of lectures, opportunity js 
given for the introduciion of illustrative cases, which 
help to fix the doctrine in the memory of the student. 
Better real property lectures we can hardly imagine, 
and there are few more instructive books to put into the 
hands of a pupil entering a conveyancer’s chambers, 
He cannot fail to find his way greatly smoothed by it, 
In the 9th lecture, for instance, devoted to Separate Use, 
&c., he will find in fifteen pages an admirable summary of 
that subject, and of the general rules as to restraints on 
alienation. The whole book is not only valuable to 
the student, but interesting to the practitioner, and we 
can only express a hope that we may have many sub- 
sequent series of Mr. Williams’ lectures preserved in the 
same form. 





General CorrespanvVeice. 


UNCLAIMED DIVIDENDS IN BANKRUPTCY, 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 


Sir,—The Lord Chancellor, when introducing the 
Bankruptcy Bill of this session, mentioned, incidentally, 
that the “undistributed assets and unclaimed divi- 
dends” had been estimated at several millions sterling, 
As the subject is doubtless an interesting one to many 
of your readers, I venture to draw attention to the new 
provisions witn reference to these unclaimed funds, 
Clause 158 runs thus :— 

‘* All unclaimed or undistributed funds or dividendsin 
the hands of any persons who may have been empowered 
to collect, receive, or distribute any funds or dividends 
under any Act of Parliament, . . . which have remained 
or may remain unclaimed or undistributed for three 
years after the receipt of the same by any such persons, 
shall be deemed to be vested in the Crown, without pre- 
judice, however, to the rights of persons who may be 
entitled to any sum so vested to have the same paid to 
them as in this section directed. 

‘“*The Lord Chancellor, with the concurrence of the 
Treasury, shall appoint one or more person or persons to 
receive, collect, and getin all such unclaimed or undis- 
tributed funds or dividends under such regulations as 
may be from time to time prescribed by the Treasury, 
and to pay to any person any sum so vested who may be 
entitled to the same.” 

A very large ‘‘ Crown windfall’’ will probably be the 
result should these new provisions become law, and I 
venture to think a proviso might be added to clause 158 
enacting that a return shail yearly be laid before Parlia- 
ment showing :—(1) Total amount of unclaimed divi- 
dends ; (2) total amount of undistributed assets; (3) 
names of estates; (4) names of creditors entitled to sums 
of £5 and upwards. 

That such a return would prove invaluable to the 
public is evidenced by the fact that when the List of 
Dormant Funds in Chancery wos first published it re- 
sulted in about one-half of the stock supposed to be 
unclaimed being transferred out of court to successful 
claimants. Epwarp Preston. 





In the House of Lords on the 8rd inst., on the motion of 
the Lord Chancellor, the following Select Committee on the 
County Courts Bill was nominated :—The Lord Chancellor, 
the Marquis of Lansdowne, the Earl of Powis, the Earl of 
Morley, Viscount Cranbrook, Viscount Midleton, Lord 
Hatherley, Lord Penzance, Lord Selborne, Lord Winmar- 





leigh, and Lord Blackburn. 
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Cases of the Geek. 


PrRAcTICE—APPEAL—FarLurE To Give SEcURITY FOR 
Costs—DismissaL FOR Want oF ProsecuTION—APpPLI- 
oaTi0ON TO ReEsToRE AppEat—Orp. 58, gk. 15.—In a 
ease Of Robbins v. The Vestry of Marylebone, before 
the Court of Appeal on the 2nd inst., the plaintiff, 
having presented an appeal from the jadgment of Hall, 
V.0., at the trial, an order was made in Jaly, 1878, 
that the plaintiff should deposit £25 as security for the 
eosts of the appeal. This deposit not having been made, an 
application was, on the 26th of March, 1879, made to the 
Court of Appeal to dismiss the appeal for want of prosecution. 
Counsel appeared for the plaintiff, and stated that he would 
pay the £25 within a fortnight, and asked for an extension of 
time to enable him to doso. The court (Jessel, M.R., and James 
and Bramwell, L.JJ.) refused to allow any further time, and 
dismissed the appeal. On the 2nd inst. the plaintiff applied 
ez parte to the Court of Appeal that the order of the 26th of 
March might be rescinded, and the appeal restored, on the 
ground that his counsel had misconceived his instructions, 
which were that the plaintiff was ready to pay the £25 at 
once. The court (Jessel, M.R., and Baggallay and Bramwell, 
L.JJ.) gave leave to the plaintiff to move on notice for a re- 
hearing of the order of the 26th of March, but on the terms of 
his paying into court before the 4th inst. the £25, and also 
£15 for the costs of the application. So far as we know, this 
is the first application of the kind which has been made to 
the court since the Judicature Act came into operation. 





PracticE—New EvipENce ON APPEAL—INTERLOCUTORY 
OrpEr—OrD. 58, R. 5.—In a case of In re The South Dur- 
ham Iron Company, before the Court of Appeal on the 2nd 
‘nst., the appeal was from an interlocatory order, and it 
was proposed to introduce some additional evidence by 
examining a witness vivd voce. Jessel, M.R., said that, 
thongh the introduction of new evidence on an appeal 
from an interlocutory order did not require the special 
leave of the court, as in the case of an appeal from a final 
arder, still the new evidence could not be adduced without 
the leave of the court. No doubt the practice of the 
court was to let in further evidence upon an interlocutory 
Sppeal almost as a matter of course. 


———ee 


FRAUDULENT PREFERENCE —REPAYMENT OF MONEY SENT 
For Speciric Purpose—BAnkrvuptcy Act, 1869, s. 92. 
—In a case of Hx parte Kelly, before the Court of Appeal 
on the 3rd inst., a question arose as to a fraudulent pre- 
ference. A firm of merchants in London had accepted 
bills to the amount of £5,300, drawn upon them by a firm 
at Glasgow, the arrangement between the two firms being 
that the Glasgow firm were to provide funds to meet the 
bills at maturity. The bills were to become due on the 5th 
ef October. The London firm kept two banking accounts, 
one at the Bank of England, which was kept for the 
ape of paying their acceptances, the other at the London 

oint Stock Bank, which was their general banking account. 
At the end of September, the Glasgow firm sent to the 
London firm three cheques upon their London bankers, for 
£2,500, £2,000, and £800, respectively, making together 
£5,800, for the purpose of meeting the bills. In the regular 
course of things all these cheques would have been paid by 
the London firm to their account at the Bank of England, 
but, through the mistake of one of their clerks, only two of 
the cheques were paid to that account, the cheque for £2,000 
being paid to the account at the London Joint Stock Bank. 
This mistake was not discovered until the 3rd of October. 
On the 2nd of October the London firm found that they 
were insolvent, ‘aud called in an accountant to investigate 
their affairs, and on the 3rd of October they announced to 
their creditors that they had suspended payment, ‘They 
Placed the £5,300 to a separate account. The Glasgow 
firm took up the bills at maturity, and the £3,300, the 
amount which had been paid into the Bank of England, 
was repaid to them, But the solicitors of the London firm 
Taised a question as to the legality of the repayment of the 
£2,000 which had been paid into their general banking 
account, and the sum was accordingly placed in medio until 
the rights of the parties could be Sotermined. On the 1st 











of November the London firm filed a liquidation petition, 
under which a trustee of their property was appointed. 
The question as to the £2,000 was then submitted to the 
court. It was urged on the part of the trustee that the 
payment of the £2,000 into the debtors’ general banki 
account, was a misappropriation, which at once 

the relation of debtor and creditor between the London 
firm (the trustees) and the Glasgow firm (their cestwis 
que trust); the latter thereupon having no remedy but 
aright of action or proof, unless they could show (which 
they could not) that the money had been earmarked. The 
repayment, therefore, of the £2,000 after the debtors found 
that they were insolvent would have been a voluntary pre- 
ference of a particular creditor, and therefore void as 
against the debtors’ trustee under section 98. The court 
(James, Baggallay, and Bramwel!, L.JJ.), however, held 
that the Glasgow firm were entitled to the £2,000. They 
said that it was clear that the London firm never intended 
to misappropriate the money, and there was no reason why 
the court should hold that they must be taken to have mis- 
appropriated it, The relation of debtor and creditor, conse- 
quently, never arose between them and the Glasgow firm in 
respect of the £2,000, and the repayment of it to them, or 
its application to the discharge of the bills, would not have 
been a voluntary preference of a creditor, but a proper 
application of the money to the purpose for which it had 
been specifically sent. The Glasgow firm, therefore, having 
og up the bills, were entitled to have the £2,000 repaid 

them. 





Dovste Proor—Two FirMs COMPOSED OF IDENTICAL 
MemBers— OnE EstTaTE ADMINISTERED IN DIFFERENT 
CounTRIES—BankKruptcy Act, 1869, s. 37.—In a case of 
Ex parte Banco de Portugal, before the Court of Appeal on 
the 4th inst., a question arose upon the construction of sec- 
tion 87 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1869, which provides “thatif 
any bankrupt is at the date of the order of adjudication liable 
in respect of distinct contracts as member of two or more 
distinct firms, . ... . the circumstance that such firms are 
in whole or in part composed of the same individuals . . . 
shall not prevent proof in respect of such contracts against 
the properties respectively liable on such contracts.” In 
the corresponding section (152) of the Bankruptey Act, 
1861, there followed, after -the words ‘‘ distinct firms,” the 
words “having distinct estates to be wound up in bank- 
ruptcy,” and instead of the word “ properties,” the word 
“estates” was employed. The facts which gave rise to 
the question were these :—Two persons carried on business 
in partnership in two different places—in London, as 
wine merchants, under the firm of R. Hooper & Sons, and 
in Oporto, as shippers of wine, under the firm of Hooper 
Brothers. The Oporto firm drew bills of exchange upon 
the London firm, which the latter accepted, and the bills 
were discounted for the Oporto firm by the Bank of 
Portugal. The London firm filed a liquidation petition in 
the London Bankruptcy Court, and the affairs of the Oporto 
firm were liquidated there according to the Portuguese law. 
Under the Portuguese liquidation the bank received .a 
dividend from the Portuguese assets in respect of the bills 
to the amount of 8s. in the pound, and they then claimed 
to prove on the bills in the English liquidation, The ques- 
tion arose whether they could do so without giving credit 
for what they had received in the Portuguese liquidation. 
In support of their claim reliance was placed on section 
37, and especially on the fact that the words “ having dis- 
tinct estates to be wound up in bankruptoy,” which oc- 
curred in seotion 152 of the Act of 1861, have now been 
omitted, and it was urged that now all that is requisite for 
the admission of a double proof is that there should be 
distinct contracts. And here there were distinct contracts, 
the contract with the drawers, and the contract with the 
acceptors of the bills, The court (James, Baggallay, and 
Bramwell, L.JJ.), however, held that the omission of the 
words in question has made no difference in the meaning 
of the provision. Those words were merely surplusage, 
and]were omitted only to make the language more concise. 
The case was, therefore, governed by the decision of the 
Court of Appeal in Ev parte Wilson (20 W, R. 564, L. R. 7 
Ch, 490), whieh arose under the Actof 1861. The partners 
in the two firms being identical, there was only one estate 
to be wound up, though it was being administered in two 
different countries, and the bank’s proof could be admitted 
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only on the condition that they should receive no dividend 
until the other creditors had received a dividend equal to 
that which the bank had received under the Portuguese 


liquidation. 





Practice — INTERLOCUTORY 


have been argued before Fry, J. 





PracticE—Segvice OF WRIT OUT OF THE JURISDICTION 
—Rvcies or Covert, 1875—Orp. 11, rr. 1, 1la.—In the 
matter of an intended action, an application was made to 
the Master of the Rolls, on the 3rd imst., for leave to serve 


a writ ont of the jurisdiction under the followiog circum- 
stanees:—The contemplated action was to restrain the 
breach of a charter-party entered into in Glasgow between 
the plaintiff and defendant, who both resided in Glasgow. 
The breach alleged was that the defendant had sent a ship 
from Limerick to Cardiff instead of to Glasgow, according 
to the charter with a cargo of goods belonging to the 
plaintiff. The captain of the ship arrived at Cardiff on the 
2nd inst., and it was desired, by restraining him, as the 
servant of the defendant, from proceeding elsewhere than to 
Limerick, in effect to compel bim to return to Limerick. 
The Master of the Rolls, in refusing the applieation, gave 
an interesting account cf the mode in which the present 
rule as to service out of the jurisdiction had been passed. 
He said that ord. 11, r. 1, had given great offence in 
Scotland, and that a deputation had waited on the Lord 
Chancellor to request him to obtain a modification thereof, 
it being stated that a number of really Scotch actions would, 
by the operation of rule 1, be improperly tried in England. 
‘The new rule was then drawn by the committee of judges, 
of which he was the chairman, so as to compel the judge to 
inquire as to “the amount or value of the property in dis- 
pote or sought to be recovered, and to the existence in the 
place of residence of the defendant, if resident in Scotland 
or Ireland, of a local court having jurisdiction in the 
matter, and also as to the comparative cost and convenience 
of proceeding in England or in the place of the defendaut’s 
residence.” This rule, after some slight alterations, was 
accepted as a golution by the Scotch deputation. As to 
the present case, he saw no reason why, there being a 
court of competent jurisdiction that could deal with 
the case, it should not be tried in Scotland, both 
on the secre of costand convenience. The interdict of 
the Seoteh court would be enforced in England, and he 
thonght he should be wrong and improperly assuming juris- 
diction in the matter if he allowed in this case the writ of 
an English court to be served in Scotland. 





Treave-Manxs Recistration AcT—Leave To ADD Worps 
To ReoisTereD Maxkk ss COVERING ADDITIONAL Manks— 
Worpe txpicative or Quarity.—In a case of Govan’s 
Trede-Mark, wefore the Master of the Rolls on the 4th inst., 
ab application was made that certain words might be added 
to the register of trade-marks to show that the applicant's 
registered mark ‘‘Govan, B.,” also protected other marks 
indicative of quality mentioned by the applicant, such as 
“Goren, B., Best.” Keliance was placed upon a case before 
Hall, V.C., of In re Brook's Trade-Mark (Weekly Notes, 
1476, p. 195). The Master of the Rolls said he would allow 
the application, but he suggested it would be of no protec- 
tion to the applicant, and that his best course, us in 


AppLicaTion — RELIEF 
CLarmmep By Action—ManpDaTory OnpER.—In a case of 
The Republic of Costa Rica v. Strousberg, betore the Court 
of Appeal on the 4th inst., the writ in the action claimed an 
injunction to restrain the defendant from parting with 
certain documents, otherwise than by delivering them to the 
plaintiffs, and an order that he should deliver the documents 
up tothe plaintiffs. Before any statement of claim had 
been delivered, the plaintiffs applied, by an interlocutory 
motion, for an order in the terms of the indorsement on the 
writ, and Fry, J., made the order. The Court of Appeal 
(James, Baggaliay, and Bramwell, L.JJ.) held that there 
was no jurisdiction to order the delivery up of the docu- 
ments on an interlocutory application, that being the relief 
claimed by the action, and to be given, if at all, at the trial. 
The mandatory part of the order was accordingly discharged ; 
but their lordships said that the point did not appear to 


: : — 
“Govan, B.,” either alone or in combination with othe 
words or devices, 


Practice — Motion For JUDGMENT — ADMIssIons oy 
Preapinc—Roxes oF Court, 1875—Orp. 40, x. Ij 
orp, 33.—In a case of Jurmer v. Davis, also befor 
the Master of the Rolls on the 4th inst., a motion 
was made for certain accounts and inquiries undgy 
ord. 40, r. 11, on the ground that the plaintiff wy 
entitled thereto on admissions contained in the 
ings. The defendant had not put in any statement of 
defence, and the Master of the Rolls said that ord. 40, » 
11, referred to ‘‘ pleadings,” not to a single pesdion, and 
therefore did not apply to the present case. He, however, 
made the order for the accounts under ord. 33, considerj 
the defendant’s default a sufficient admission for that 
purpose. 


~~“ 





Partnersuip Actron—Costs—Misconpuct—In a case 
of Hamer v. Giles, before the Master of the Rolls on the 7th 
inst., his lordship ordered the parties in a partnership action 
to pay the costs of the various accounts and inquiries jg 
which they had respectively failed. He remarked that the 
Tule as to costs in a partnership action was not different to 
any other administration action, and that the rule was not 
quite correctly stated in Seton, 4th ed., p. 1206. The rulehe 
had always acted upon was that, where the action had been 
occasioned by no fault on either side, the costs came out of 
the partnership assets, following the ordinary rule in admiai- 
stration actions. Where, however, the action was occasioned 
by the misconduct of either party, then he made that pariy 
pay the costs occasioned by his misconduct. 





MarriacGe SETTLEMENT—CovVENANT TO SETTLE Arrme- 
AcaqurreD Prorerty—No INTEREST PresENT oR Forunre, 
—In a case of Sweetapple v. Horlock, also before the Master 
of the Rolls on the 7th inst., a question arose as to whether 
certain real estate was bound by a covenant to settle con- 
tained in a marriage settlement. The covenant was by the 
husband end wife, and the words were to settle any p 

to which she was “then entitled,’ or might become enti 
during the marriage. The property in question only became 
vested in the lady on the execution of a power of appoint- 
ment by her father after the husband’s death. The Master 
of the Rolls said that, independently of the authorities, he 
shouldhave comeclearly tothe conclusion that the property was 
not bound. He was, however, somewhat embarrassed by 
the authorities of Re Frowd's Settlement (4 N. R. 54) ; In 
re Vizard's Trusts (L.R.1Ch. 588), and De Serre v. Clarke, 
(L. R. 18 Eq. 587). These cases were, however, 80 contflict- 
ing that he did not consider them binding on him in the 
present case and so as to prevent his deciding ashe should 
have done without the authorities. 





Rute aGAinst Perpetruirigs—Unuimitep Ricut oF 
Pre-emption oy Lanp.—In a case of The Birmingham 
Canal Company vy. Cartwright, before Fry, J., on the let 
inst., the question arose whether a covenant giving a right 
of pre-emption of land, without any limitation of the time 
within which it was to be exercised, was void as tending to 
@ perpetuity. The covenant was contained in a deed exe- 
cuted in September, 1856, by which J. Offley conveyed to 
J. 8. Rutter, in fee, a piece of land, reserving to Offley, his 
heirs and assigns, the minerals lying under the land. And 
Offiey, for himeelf, his heirs, executors, administrators, 
assigns, covenanted with Rutter, his heirs and assigos, 
“that in case Offley, bis heirs or assigns, shall at any time 
hereafter sell, or agree to sell, to any person or 
whomeoever, the minerals lying under the lands of Offey 
adjoining to the piece of Jand hereby conveyed, Offley, his 
heirs or assigne, shall and will at the same time offer to 
Ratter, bis heirs or assigns, the minerals lying under the 
piece of land hereby conveyed, and give him and them the 
refowal of the same for s month from the time such offer 
shall be made, at the same price per acre as Offley, his 
heirs or assigns, shall bave agreed to sel) his said adjoin~ 
ing minerals.” Rutter, in 1861, conveyed the piece of 





Barrou's Trade-Mark (25 W. Be. 564), was to register 


land, with the right of pre-emption of the minerals, to the 
plaintiff company. The action was brought for the specific 
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of the covenant against devisees of Offey and 
a person to whom they had sold and conveyed the minerals 
lands adjoining the piece of land comprised in the 
deed of September, 1856, and also the minerals under that 
. The devisees had, before they executed the convey- 
ance to their purchaser, made a verbal offer to the plaintiffs 
ofthe minerals lying under their piece of land, bat the 
offer was not accepted within the month limited by the 
covenant, and the devisees then completed their contract 
with their purchaser. The defendants contended that, by 
not accepting the offer within the month, the plaintiffs had 
lost their right of pre-emption. It was also urged that the 
covenant was void as tending to a perpetuity. Fry, J., 
held that the covenant required a written offer to be 
made, and, consequently, that the plaintiffs had 
not lost their right by not accepting the verbal 
offer within the month. And he also held that the 
covenant was not obnoxious to the rule against per- 
petnities. Reliance had been placed upon the case of 
Stocker v. Dean (16 Beav. 161). Lord Romilly expressed an 
opinion that a covenant giving a right of pre-emption “ at 
all times hereafter,” could not be enforced after the death of 
the covenantor, though he held, upon the construction of 
the particular covenant then before him, that the exercise of 
the right of pre-emption was limited to the life of the 
covenantor, and it became, therefore, unnecessary to decide 
the general question. But Fry, J., held that the case before 
him was governed by the decision of the Court of Exchequer 
in Gilbertson v. Richards (4 H. & W. 277), in which it was 
held that a limitation by way of use to an ascertained 
person, his heirs and assigns, of a rent which might arise at 
any time, however distant, was not void for remoteness us 
tending to a perpetuity. ‘There Martin, B., in delivering 
the leant of the court, said, ‘‘It seems to be an error 
to call this rent a perpetuity, in an illegal sense. It is 
vested in Thos. Billings and his heirs, He, or his heirs, 
may sell it or release it at their pleasure. A rent in fee 
simple may be granted to a man and his heirs to continue 
forever. Why, therefore, may not one be granted to com- 
mence at any time, however remote? It is only a part 
of the estate in fee simple of the rent. A perpetuity 
arises when a rent is granted to a person who may 
not be in esse until after the line of perpetuity be passed; 
bat, when the estate in the rent is vested in an exist- 
ing person, and his heirs in fee simple, who may deal 
with it at his or their pleasure, and as he or they think fit, 
we think it is not subject to the objection of remoteness, 
notwithstanding that its actual enjoyment may depend 
upon & contingency which may never happen, or may 
happen at any time, however distant.” Fry, J., held that 
that case was distinctly in point. The rule against per- 
petuities, he said, was aimed at something which would 
prevent the alienation of property. But, when the right 
which was to be exercised on the happening of a contin- 
gency was vested in an ascertained person, the whole 
interest in the land was vested in the covenantor and 
covyenantee, and they together could deal with it, and make 
agood title to it. Judgment was accordingly given that 
the defendants should specifically perform the covenant 
contained in the deed of 1856. 





Company—Pretiminary Exrenses—CLerk 10 Promo- 
TeR.—In a case of In re The Kent Tramways Company, 
before Fry, J., on the 5th inst., the company had been 
Incorporated by an Act which provided that “ all costs, 

8, and expenses of, and incident to, the preparing for, 
obtaining, and passing of this Act, or otherwise in relation 
thereto, shall be paid by the company.” The company 
were being wound up by the court, and a claim for £239 
was carried in by a person who described bis claim as “‘ for 
Work and labour done by me as a parliamentary agent in 
and about, and incident to, the preparing for, obtaining, 
and passing of” the Act. ‘The evidence proved, as the court 
held, that the claimant had acted as a clerk to another 
parliamentary agent who had been engaged in the promo- 
tion of the company, and that the claimaut had looked to him 
alone for payment. Fry, J., held that a promoter, who had 

formed work and labour in the expectation of being paid 
the company, could prove in the winding up, but that 
® person who had looked for payment only to a promoter 
vod entitled to prove. The claim was accordingly dis- 





Rawwar Company—SaLe or Suprgrrivous Lanp— 
Lanp oveR a TuNNEL—LANDs CLausEs CoNnsoLIpaTION 
Act, 1845, s. 127.—In a case of In re The Metropolitan 
District Railway Company and Cosh, before Fry, J., on the 
5th inst., the question arose whether a railway company 
were entitled, under the provisions of the Lands Clauses 
Act, to sell, as ‘* superfluous land,” a vacant piece of ground 
situate over a tunnel through which the railway passed. 
The company had acquired the land under their statutory 
spr had altered the surface, had excavated a cutting, 

ad built retaining walls, had constructed the railway, and 
had covered it with a brick arch. They had then replaced 
the surface, and offered it for sale as freehold building 
ground, subject to special conditions as to the mode of 
building on it. The purchaser of a piece of ground thus 
situate over the tunnel took out a summons, under the 
Vendor and Purchaser Act of 1874, asking a declaration 
that the company had no title to sell the land. And Fry, J., 
held that this was so. He was of opinion that the land in 

uestion was not ‘‘superfluous land,” but land required for 
the purposes of the undertaking, and that therefore the 
company could not sell it. ‘‘ Superfluous land”’ cou'd only 
be separated by a vertical, not by a horizontal, boundary 
from land required for the undertaking. It must be land 
in the ordinary sense, from the centre of the earth usque ad 
celum. In coming to this conclusion, his lorship thought 
that he was following the principle of the decision of the 
Master of the Rolls in the recent case of Mulliner v. 
Midland Railway Company (27 W. R. 330, ante, p. 231). 





Practics—INsUFFICIENF ANSWER TO INTERROGATORIES 
—Summons For FurtHeR ANswER—ParTICcULARS—OgD. 
31, R. 10.—In a case of Anstey v. The North and South 
Woolwich Subway Company, before Fry, J., on the 5th inst., 
the defendants had delivered interrogatories for the exami- 
nation of the plaintiff, and the plaintiff had made an affidavit 
in answer. The defendants considered the answer in- 
sufficient, and took out a summons asking that the plaintiff 
might be ordered to make a further affidavit in answer. Fry, 
J. held, upon the authority of The Chesterfield Colliery 
Company v. Black (24 W. R. 783), that the defendants 
ought to have specified the interrogatories, or parts of 
interrogatories, to which they required a further answer. 
His lordship also thought that, by analogy, the decision of 
the Court of Appeal in Alhusen v. Labouchere (27 W. R. 12, 
L.R. 3 Q. B. D. 654) applied. There it was held that, 
upon an application to strike out interrogatories, the appli- 
cant ought to point out in his summons the interrogatories 
to which he objected. And Fry, J., followed the course which 
was adopted in that case—viz., adjourned the hearing of the 
summons to enable the defendants, without taking out a 
fresh summons, to state in writing the interrogatories, or 
parts of interrogatories, to which they required a further 
answer. 





Practics—Costs oF ADMINISTRATION AcTION—DIREc- 
TION To Pay TEsTAMENTARY Expenses ouT OF A SPEcI- 
rrep Funp.—In a case of Penny v. Penny, before Fry, J., 
on the 5th inst., the action was for the administration of the 
estate of a testator who had by his will directed that his 
‘* testamentary expenses” should be paid out of a specified 
part of his estate. The question was whether the costs of the 
action were included under “ testamentary expenses.” Fry, 
J., held, upon the authority of Milles v. Harrison (22 W. RB. 
$41, L. R. 9 Ch. 316), and Harlce v. Harloe (23 W. R. 789, 
L. R. 20 Eq. 471), that the costs were included. 
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Suocieties. 


SOLICITORS’ BENEVOLENT ASSOCIATION, 

The usual monthly meeting of the board of directors of 
this association was held at the Law Institution, Chancery. 
lane, London, on Wednesday last, April 9, Mr. Sidney 
Smith in the chair, the other directors preseat being 
Messrs. Asker (Norwich), Brook, Gregory, M.P., Hedger, 
Keen, Price, Rickman, Roscoe, Veley (Chelmsford), and 
Woolbert (Mr, Eiffe, secretary), A sum of £185 was dis- 
tributed in grants of relief, thirty-seven new members were 
“ae to the association, and other general busiaess tran- 
sactod, 
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LAW STUDENTS’ DEBATING SOCIETY. 


At the meeting of this society at the Law Institution, 
London, on the 8th inst., Mr. A. M. Ellis, LL.B., in the 
chair, the question for debate was, “Is honesty the best 
policy ?” Mr. Van Sommer opened the discussion, main- 
tainiog the affirmative, and he was followed by Mr. 
A. A. Prankerd, B.A., Mr. Collier, and Mr. A. A. Austin on 
the same side. The debate being then open, Mr. Radford, 
LL.B., and Mr. Napier strongly urged the opposite opinion. 
Mr. Bower and Mr. Royle supported the affirmative. At the 
conclusion of the debate the opener replied, and on the 
question being put to the meeting a large majority were for 
the affirmative. 








Obituary. 


MR. WILLIAM LEE. 


Mr. William Lee, solicitor, of Sandwich, died on the 
23rd ult. Mr. Lee was born in 1799, and was admitted a 
solicitor in 1820, and had practised for nearly sixty years at 
Sandwich, having, during a portion of his professional 
eareer, been associated in business with Mr. Edward Tapley. 
Mr. Lee was a perpetual commissioner for the county of 
Kent, and had held several important local offices, having 
been clerk of the old Court of Requests, vestry clerk of the 
parish of St. Peter, Sandwich, and clerk to the Commis- 
sioners of Pavement for the borough. His private practice 
was also considerable. 


MR. CHARLES HENRY HUGHES. 


Mr. Charles Henry Hughes, solicitor, died at his 
vesidence, 13, Quay-street, Carmarthen, on the 22nd ult., 
after s painful illness of several months’ duration. Mr. 
Hughes was born in 1808, and was admitted a solicitor in 
1830, and had ever since practised at Carmarthen. He hada 
good private practice, and held several important appoint- 
ments. In 1850 he succeeded the late Mr. Richard Rees as 
treasurer for Carmarthenshire, and shortly afterwards was 
appointed Examiner of Fines and Fees. He was also clerk to 
the Visiting Justices of the Joint County Lunatic Asylum. 
He discharged his public duties with the greatest efficiency, 
and in his capacity of county treasurer his skill in dealing 
with figures, and the soundness of his judgment, caused his 
services to be very highly valued by the magistrates. Mr. 
— was buried at the Carmarthen Cemetery on the 27th 
ult. 





MR. RICHARD STOTHERT. 


Mr. Richard Stothert, solicitor, died at his residence, 
8, Raby-place, Bath, on the 25th ult. Mr. Stothert was born 
in 1805, and was admitted a solicitor in 1828. He practised 
for several years in the city of Bath, where he had a good 
share of business, and he was widely known as a supporter 
of the chief religions and charitable institutions of Bath. 
For many years he filled the office of honorary treasurer to the 
Bath Aoxiliary of the Church Missionary Society, and he 
was also honorary secretary and treasurer of the Bathwick 
Victoria Infant Schools, in the welfare of which he always 
took the warmest interest, Mr. Stothert also exerted him- 
self very actively in aid of the restoration of the Abbev 
Church at Bath, and contributed very liberally to the fund 
raised for that purpose. He was buried in the Abbey Ceme- 
tery, Bath, on the Ist inst. 


Mh. THOMAS WRIGHT. 


Mr. Thomas Wright, solicitor, of Carlisle, died on the 
20th ult. Mr. Wright was the only son of the late Mr. 
Thomas Wright, of Eden Mount, Stanwix, and was admitted 
a solicitor in 1849. He shortly afterwards commenced to 
practise at Carlisle in partnership with the late Mr. Robert 
Bendle and Mr. Joseph Bendle. After diesolving his con- 
nection with that fir he practised for several years alone, 
but more recently he had been associated with Mr. John 
Hewetson Brown, who is clerk to the Arthurst and Kirk- 
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andrews School Board. Mr. Wright had @ good privaty 
practice, and was a commissioner to administer oaths and g 
commissioner for affidavits in the Supreme Court in Ireland, 
He was also for several years consular agent at Carlisle fo 
the United States of America, and solicitor to the Carligl 
Joint Burial Board. Mr. Wright was a supporter of the 
Liberal party in the borough and county, and was secre 

and solicitor to the Carlisle Liberal Registration Society, 











MR. THOMAS RHODES. 


Mr. Thomas Rhodes, one of the oldest solicitors jg 
Lincolnshire, died at the Elms, Market Rasen, on the 29th 
ult. Mr. Rkodes was born in 1790, was admitted a solicitor 
in 1816, and had practised at Market Rasen for over sixty 
years. He wasa commissioner to administer oaths, anda 
perpetual commissioner for Lincolnshire, and had a 
private practice. He was formerly in partnership with Mr, 
John Jackson Rhodes, and more recently with his son, Mr, 
Lewis Rhodes, who was admitted a solicitor in 1863. Mr, 
Rhodes was appointed registrar of the Market Rasen County 
Court (Circuit, No. 17) on the passing of the County Courts 
Act, 1847, but a few years ago he was succeeded in that office 
by his con. He was also clerk and solicitor to the Market 
Rasen Association for the Prosecution of Criminals. 


ee 





Appotuturents, Ete. 


Mr. Hueu Farnrncuam Day, solicitor, of Guildford and 
Godalming, has been appointed a Commissioner to ad- 
minister Oaths in the Supreme Court of Judicature. 


Mr. Epwarp Eaton Evans, solicitor (of the firm of J. & 
E. Eaton Evans), of Haverfordwest, Milford Haven, and 
Narberth, has been appointed by the High Sheriff of Pem. 
brokeshire (William Francis Roch, Esq.) to be Under-Sheriff 
of that county for the current year. Mr. Evans was admitted 
as a solicitor in 1856, and he is clerk to the Pembrokeshire 
County Roads Board, and joint town clerk for the borough of 
Wiston. 


Mr. James Hamitton, Q.C., has been appointed Re 
corder of the City of Cork and County Court Judge for 
the East Riding of the County of Cork. Mr. Hamilton was 
called to the bar at Dublin in 1844, and became a Queen's 
Counsel in 1868. He was elected a bencher of the King’s 
Inn in 1870, and has been for several years Chairman of 
Quarter Sessions for the County of Sligo. 


Mr. H. I. Jackson, who has been appointed to be one of 
the Chancery Registrars, is the son of the late Mr. John 
Jackson, of the firm of Fladgate, Young, & Jackson, 
solicitors, Essex-stree'. Mr, Jackson was educated at 
Eton, and was subsequently articled to his father. In 
September, 1856, he was appointed a clerk to the Chancery 
Registrars by Lord Chancellor Cranworth. 


Mr. Henry WiLuiAm Kennepy Marxuam, solicitor, 
of Northampton, has been appointed by the High Sheriff of 
Northamptonshire (Sir Hereward Wake), to be Under-Sheriff 
of that county for the current year. Mr, Markbam is the 
son of Dr. Markham, of London, and is in partnership with 
Mr. Henry Philip Markham, clerk of the peace for North- 
amptonshire. Mr. H. W. K. Markham was admitted a soli- 
citor in 1875. 


Sir Joun Rost, Baronet, Q.C., G.O.M.G., has been ap- 
pointed a Member of the Roya] Commission in connection 
with the International Exhibitions at Melbourne and 
Sydney. Sir J. Rose is the son of Mr. William Rose. 
He was educated at the University of Aberdeen, and 
was called to the bar in Lower Canada in 1852. 
He became Solicitor-General in 1857, Receiver-General 
in 1858, Minister of Public Works in 1859, and 
Finance Minister in 1867, He was for several years 
member for the City of Montreal in the Canadian Parlia- 
ment, and was a member of the Dominion Parliament 
from 1867 till 1869. He was created a baronet in 1872, 4 
Knight Commander of the Order of St. Michael and St. 
George in 1870, and a Knight Grand Cross of the same order 
in 1878. Sir J. Rore was Commissioner for Uanada at the 





Paris International Exhibition in 1878. 
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Legal News. 


On the 2nd inst., the Select Committee of the House of 
Commons on the Clare County Writ met to consider the 
report of the title of Sir Bryan O’Loghlen to retaia his seat 
for the County Clare. Mr. Secretary Cross presided, and the 
other members Pom were—The Attorney-General, the 
Attorney-General for Ireland, Sir William Harcourt, Mr. 
Lowther, Mr. A. M. Sullivan, Mr. Spencer Walpole, and 
Mr. Whitbread. A lengthy discussion took place on the 
consideration of the evidence, in which several members 
contended that the office held by Sir Bryan O’Loghlen as 
Attorney-General for Victoria did not come “ within the 
mischief’? contemplated by the statutes, inasmuch as it 
did not place the holder under the direction of the Ministers 
of the Crown, and thereby destroyed the chances of 
corruption against which the statutes provided. The 
Attorney-General for Ireland, the Attorney-General, and 
Sir William Harcourt took part in the discussion, in which 
Mr. A. M. Sullivan argued that the office was one of profit 
within the meaning of the Acts, and that it was held 
from the Crown through the Governor of the colony, and 
that, having been accepted since his election, Sir Bryan’s 
seat was thereby vacated. His view being indorsed by the 
majority of the committee, the Attorney-General for Ireland 
proposed three resolutions:—“ That we find that Sir Bryan 
‘O’Loghlen accepted a place of profit under the Crown 
within the meaning of the statutes in that behalf, after his 
election as member of Parliament for the County Clare. 
We also find that his seat for the County Clare has thereby 
become, and is, vacant. Resolved, that we report these 
resolutions to the House of Commons.”’ The resolutions 
were unanimously agreed to, no counter-propositions having 
been submitted to the committee. In accordance with the 
finding, the Hume Secretary, on the 3rd inst., reported the 
decision of the committee to the House of Commons. 


At the Bradford Quarter Sessions on the 4th inst., James 
Rhodes, solicitor, Bradford, surrendered to take his trial 
on a charge of fraudulently converting to his own use the 
sum of £14 9s. 11d., the moneys of Joseph Wild, on the 
5th of December last.—Mr. Stansfield, in opening the case, 
said the prosecutor was a publican at Stanningley, by whom 
the prisoner was professionally employed. Wild had lent 
& sum of money to a person called Mottershead, on security 
of a bill of sale upon certain furniture. Another person 
made a claim upon the same furniture under an execution, 
and proceedings were taken in the county court to decide 
to whom the furniture belonged. Under these proceedings 
the furniture was realized, the proceeds being paid into 
court, Av arrangement was made by which the execution 
creditor relinquished his claim, and on the 5th of December 
the sum of £14 9s. 11d. was paid out of court to the 
prisoner as the proseontor’s solicitor, and it was the 
wrongfal conversion of this money which was the subject 
of the present charge. In the preliminary inquiry before 
the magistrates the prisoner appeared twice. On the first 
eccasion, before the case was gone into, the gentleman 
who represented Mr. Rhodes requested an adjournment to 
@ subsequent day. The case was accordingly adjourned 
till the following Monday, and on the Saturday before the 
day on which Mr. Rhodes was summoned to appear, he 
presented himself at the office of the solicitor to whom Wild 
had transferred his business, and delivered a bill of costs, 
He (Mr. Stansfield) was instructed that nothing was due to 
Rhodes for costs, because on the first occasion on which the 
prosecutor consulted him he had been paid a guinea on 
account of costs, and subsequently a further sum of £3 was 
paid, and a distinct contract was entered into that the profes- 
sional services of the prisoner in the proceedings should be 
rendered for the sum of £4 1s., the amount of the two pay- 
ments so made. He mentioned this because the prisoner 
had not put in any bill of costs until after he was summoned 
before the magistrates. The prosecutor made several appli- 
cations for the money to the prisoner, who made various 
excuses, but never mentioned a bill of costs.—In reply to 
the Recorder, Mr. Stansfield said that his case rested upon 
the fact that a contract was made between the prosecutor 
end the defendant to do the work for £4 18., and that the 
bargain could only be proved by the evidence of the prosecu- 
tor, the witness Mottershead, who could give corroborative 
testimony, having disappeared. ‘Thomas Mottershead 








was then formally called, but did not answer to his name.— 
The Recorder intimated that he felt great difficulty in 
consequence of the absence of Mottershead, and did not 
think the matter should go to the jury on the unsup- 
ported evidence of the prosecutor. After a consultation 
between the counsel engaged in the case, Mr. Stansfield 
announced that an arrangement had been come to.—The 
Recorder, addressing the jury, said the prisoner was, no 
doubt, bound to hand over the money in question to the 
prosecutor, but was entitled to deduct his propercosts. The 
prosecutor, however, alleged that a bargain had been made, 
and if that were so, the prisoner was wrong in not handing 
over the whole of the money. Mottershead, the only witness 
who could corroborate the prosecutor, was not present. 
Under the circumstances, the jury would have much diffi- 
culty ia convicting the prisoner for a crimimal offence. 
What made him still more relactant to allow the case to go 
on was, that he observed that, when the prosecutor was 
before the magistrates, he sai?, ‘‘I brought these proceed- 
ings for the purpose of getting my money.” ‘They should 
be very jealous of allowing criminal proceedings to be taken 
for the recovery of money. If an individual wished to 
recover money, his proper remedy wasacivilore. Criminal 
proceediogs should be taken in cases of crime and felony, 
but were not properly resorted to for the purpose of recover- 
ing moneys. The Recorder then directed the jury to finda 
verdict of not guilty, and the prisoner was discharged. 








High Court of Fustice. 


QUEEN’S BENCH DIVISION. 
(Before Cocxsurn, C.J., and Mrttor, J.) 
April 3.—Jn the Matter of a Solicitor. 


This was an application against a solicitor for an alleged 
concealment and attempt to produce a false impression in an 
affidavit he had made in the course of proceedings in 
Chancery. These proceedings had arisen out of a litigation 
of considerable length in that court, originating in the death 
of a lady, named Brown, some years ago, who had died 
intestate, leaving property to a large amount—nearly 
£200,000, In the first instance the Crown took possession 
of her property, on account of her intestacy, but afterwards 
a family of claimants appeared, named Freccia, claiming as 
her next of kin by reason of their relationship to her father, 
a gentleman named Mangini, and in the result the property 
was decreed to be distributed among them in five parts. 
But when two-fifths had been distributed another family of 
claimants appeared, named Sturla, who denied the identity 
of the Mangini with whom the Freccias were connected 
with the Mangini who was the father of Mrs. Brown. 
Thereupon a new course of litigation commence! between 
the two families of claimants, and in that litigation the 
genuineness of documents and of signatures came into con- 
troversy. In this litigation, the solicitor whose character 
was now in question was concerned for the Sturla family, and 
he had made an affidavit that one of the Freccia family— 
Filippo Freccia—had been convicted by a commercial tribunal 
at Genoa, of defrauding his creditors, and sentenced to three 
years’ imprisonment, a statement which, of course, was 
intended to affect his credibility as a witness in the case. 
It appeared, however, that the conviction had been reversed 
upon appeal, and that the solicitor was aware of the fact 
when he made his affidavit, and had not mentioned it. 
The case came to a hearing in Jane last before Vice-Chan- 
cellor Malins, who decided in favour of the Freccia family, 
though his jadgment was delayed on account of the acci- 
dent which happened to him. On the 15th of March last 
the Attorney-General had applied for and obtaized a rule 
calling on the solicitor to answer as to his conduct in the 
matter, and the solicitor had filed affidavits in answer to 
the charge. According to his account of the matter, he 
had only heard of the reversal of the conviction on appeal, 
and he had also heard that, having taken place in 1873, it 
had only been reversed in 1876—after the Freccia family 
had obtained the original decree in their favour, and had 
thus obtained possession of ample fands, and that it had 
been obtained by their satisfying the claims of the creditors, 
and thus inducing them not to appear to press the prose- 
cution ; whereas, on the other side, it was stated that there 
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was no such withdrawal from the prosecution, and that the 
appeal was regularly ard adversely heard, and the couvic- 
tion fully and unreservedly reversed. The case now came 
on to be heard and determined. 

Sir J. Holker, A.G., and Campbell Foster, Q.C., were for 
the applicant, Filippo Freccia. : 

Sir H. James, Q.C., Webster, Q.C., and Edwyn Jones, were 
for the solicitor. 

On the part of the solicitor it was urged by his counsel 
that he had only, at the worst, fallen into an error of judg- 
ment in not mentioning the reversal of the conviction, of 
which he was only aware by hearsay, being informed in the 
same way that the reversal had only been obtained by the 
family buying off the prosecutors, which, if he had men- 
tioned the reversal at all, he should have felt bound to state, 
so that the effect of the affidavit would have been the same. 
The question, it was urged, was what was the state of the 
solicitor’s mind at the time he made the affidavit ; and there 
was nothing morally wrong in his stating a fact of which 
he had legal evidence without mentioning hearsay, one way 
or the other, which would not, after all, have affected the 
real effect of the affidavit. 

In answer to questions from the Lord Chief Justice, it 
was stated that an appeal was entered immediately after the 
judgment against Filippo Freccia; but it did not appear 
when it was first prosecuted, nor how it was that it hung up 
so long as not to be heard and decided nntil 1876, the 
original decree in favour of the distribution of the money 
among the Freccia family having been in 1874, Surely, 
said the Lord Chief Justice, the Court of Appeal (at 
Lucca) could not have been so overwhelmed with 
business as not to be able until 1876 to hear an appeal 
lodged three years befcre in 1873. And it appeared that 
Filippo Freccia had been at large on bail, and had not for 
some time surrendered, but it did not appear when he 
surrendered or when he first prosecuted the appeal. It 
appeared that the reversal of the conviction had proceeded 
upon the ground of the ‘‘ uncertainty of the evidence” ; 
but it also appeared that the solicitor when he made the 
affidavit had not seen the judgment, nor had any know- 
ledge of its terms, and was told by one of the advocates in 
the case that the prosecutors ‘‘had been bought off.” It 
also appeared that the solicitor made the affidavit knowing 
that he should be cross-examined upon it, and that he was 
cross-examined upon it; and that, though the other side, of 
course, knew all about the reversal of the conviction, it was 
not mentioned, and no charge against the solicitor had been 
made before the Vice-Chancellor. 

On the other side it was urged by the Attorney-General, 
on the part of Filippo Freccia, that the object of the 
solicitor in making the affidavit was to produce the impres- 
sion that Filippo Freccia would be very likely to have 
forged some of the letters in dispute, and the authenticity of 
which was denied. And at the time he made the affidavit he 
knew that the conviction had been reversed. Yet, in order 
to influence the mind of the Vice-Chancellor against Filippo 
Freccia, he omitted to mention the fact that the conviction 
had been reversed. 

After a long hearing, 

Cocksurn, C.J., said that they were not called upon to 
say more than that the solicitor had acted illadvisedly in 
making the affidavit as he did, without mentioning the 
reversal of the sentence at all, and that it would have been 
better to have stated what he had heard abort it on the one 
side and the other ; but, though he had fallen into an error 
of judgment in thus giving rise to an impression that he had 
intended to suppress the trath, they did not think that there 
was any ground for imputing to the solicitor any intentional 
suppression of the truth, and on the whole they thought that 
he had sufficiently answered the matter in question, and so 
they dismissed the application, observing that there had 
been bad blood on both sides, and leaving both parties to 
pay their own costs.— Times. 





COMMON PLEAS DIVISION. 
(Sittings in Banco, before Coteriper, C.J., and Grove, J.) 
Jan. 31.—In the Matter of A Solicitor. 
This was an application for a rule against a solicitor to 
answer certain matters on an affidavit. 
Wills, Q.C., and Murray, appeared for the Incorporated 
Law Society in support of the application. 
CoteripGe, C.J.—I am of opinion that this application 





for a rule must berefused. I am as desirous as anyone, and 
I think I have so shown since I have had the honour of 
sitting here, to keep the conduct of solicitors pure, so far as. 
it can be done by the interference of the court, and to 
punish with relentless severity, perhaps, cases in which the 
fiduciary character with which this court clothes them is 
abused for the purpose of fraud; but I think the exercise of 
the jurisdiction of the court should be limited by the- 
reasonable rule that there must be misconduct which takes 
place in the character of solicitor. I do not say necessarily 
between solicitor and client, but in the character‘of a solicitor, 
or, at all events, with which his character is indissolubly 

mixed up and blended. In the case which Mr. Wills has 
brought before us, the latter part of the proposition certainly 
appears to have been very distinctly made out. It is true 
that in Re Blake (30 L. J. Q. B. 34), in the fraud the attorney 

Blake was not attorney to the applicant at the time, and what 
he did he did not do distinctly and technically as the appli- 

cant’s attorney, but he had been his attorney, and but for 
the fiduciary character which he had occupied in relation to the 

applicant, the fraud could not have been perpetrated. Now, 

in this case Ido not say anything about whether there has 

or has not been a fraud, but assuming that in this case a 
fraud should hereafter on investigation be made out, it is not 
a fraud, as far as I can see, with which the character of 
solicitor had anything whatever to do. It is true that he- 
was a solicitor; it is true that he was the professed owner 
of quarries, and it is true that, being the professed owner 
of quarries, if these facts do not admit of an answer, that in. 
relation to those quarries he seems to have got out of the 
applicant £600 on very false representations, and that he, to 
use a common expression, swindled him out of £600; but 
there is nothing in the world to show, that I can see, that he- 
did that as a solicitor, or that his being a solicitor has 
contributed to his power of doing it, or with his success in. 
doing it. I think it would be a very bad precedent indeed 
if we were to set the example of summoning solicitors, not 
as solicitors, but as other persons, subjects of the realm, 
before us, and trying them on affidavit for matters which 
may be matters of inquiry either in a civil or a criminal court 
afterwards. I do not see that there is any precedent set for 
so exercising a jurisdiction we possess. If there had been a: 
precedent, I should have deferred to it. No such precedent 
is shown me, and I decline to make one, 

Grove, J.—I am of the same opinion. It struck me very 
early in the case that, so far as my experience goes, which is 
not very small now, I do not recollect having heard an 
application to this court, or having read any case in which 
the misconduct alleged for the purpose of calling upon a 
solicitor for the purpose of answering the matters of an 
affidavit, or showing cause why he should not be struck off 
the roll, has come before the court in which the matter was 
not connected with his duties or his position as a solicitor, 
and it seems to me that the consequence, if it were so, would 
be rather formidable, because, as I shortly said in the course 
of the argument, the solicitor would be placed in this posi- 
tion, that he would not only be liable to the jurisdiction of 
the court as a solicitor, but he would be placed in a different 
position from any other of her Majesty’s subjects, by being 
liable to be punished for an offence for which he would be 
legally triable before a tribunal, where be would have an 
opportunity of having the witnesses against him examined 
orally upon oath. The mere fact of his being a solicitor 
would, if such cases were entertained by the court, place 
him in that position, and it certainly would be a very dan- 
gerous matter for a solicitor if, upon affidavits where mis- 
takes might occur, and where, if the witnesses who deposed 
on those affidavits were cross-examined, a different result 
would be obtained, he would be liable to a punishment pos- 
sibly exceeding in effect upon his future any punishment he 
might get by a verdict against him given by a jury. It 
seems to me that that would be a very formidable matter, 
and it seems to be admitted the authorities are no nearer 
than the case of Re Blake. That case, to my mind, is a very 
distinguishable case. In that case the solicitor had been 
the solicitor of the applicant, and the applicant, having con- 
fidence in his view as having been a solicitor, intrusted him 
with a deed, on getting possession of which the solicitor was 
enabled to defraud his client. It strikes me that isa very 
different case from this. There he took advantage of the 
relations which he had had with the client as solicitor, or 
may be reasonably supposed to have taken advantage of it, 
to commit the fraud in question. A person knows a solicitor 
by long and intimate communication, has found him to be 
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in his dealings, and that he has returned all papers 
to him which he has had, and, therefore, having had ex- 
ience of his conduct as solicitor he intrusts him, and the 
solicitor availing himself of the relationship which has 
formerly existed, of a confidential and fiduciary character, 
has taken advantage of that to commit the fraud. 
I think that case is distingaishable from this, The 
counsel engaged in this case, with their knowledge and re- 
search into this subject, can produce before us no nearer case 
than that. That does not reach this case. Although it may 
be regretted that the jurisdiction of the court is not so ex- 
tensive for some purposes as it might be, still, on the other 
hand, I think it would be a matter much to be regretted if 
a solicitor, from the mere fact of being a solicitor, were 
placed in a different position for misconduct in matters with 
which he has been concerned, not in any way as solicitor, 
but ouly like any other member of the public. I entirely 
agree with my lord. 


(Sittings in Banco before Grove and Lopgs, JJ.) 

April 5.—At the sitting of the court this morning, upon 
a motion made by Day, Q.C., for a new trial in an action 
entered in this division, but tried before a judge of the 
Queen’s Bench on the 31st of March, 

Grove, J., called attention to a new rule of court which 
appeared in one of the law serials published this morning, 
but of which no official notification seemed to have been 
communicated to the judges, nor by them, in consequence, 
to the bar. This rule was one of others which came 
into operation on the 27th of March last, and was issued 
from the Stationery Office on the 3rd inst., and was in terms 
as follows:— 

“If in any action commenced and pending in any one of 
the Queen’s Bench, Common Pleas, or Exchequer Divisions 
of the High Court, the trial shall take place before a judge of 
another of the said divisions, the cause shall from that time 
be transferred to the division of which such judge is a 
member.” 

Grove, J., pointed out that this rule seemed to alter the 
practice of moving in the division in which the cause was 
entered, and to make it impossible for the court to hear 
the motion; but, before giving an opinion, they would 
consult their brother jadges. 

The learned judge, with Lopes, J., then left the court, 
and, upon their return, 

Grove, J., said they had consulted the judges of the 
Exchequer Division, who agreed with them that the motion 
was one which could not be entertained by the Common 
Pleas Division. The Exchequer judges were ignorant, like 
themselves, that any such rule had been framed until it 
appeared in the law newspaper ; but of the meaning of the 
tule itself there could be no doubt, and they were all 
agreed that a motion relating to a trial concluded after 
March 27 must be made in the division of which the judge 
who tried the cause was a member.— Times. 





Leqislatiow of the Week. 


HOUSE OF LORDS. 
APRIL 3.—BILL READ A SECOND TIME. 
Private Brit.—Brewood and Wolverhampton Railway 
(Abandonment). 
BILLS IN COMMITTEE. 
Banxers’ Booxs Evipence (passed through Committee). 
BILL READ A THIRD TIME. 
Private Birt.—Ardmillan Reclamaticn. 
APRIL 4.—BILLS READ A SECOND TIME. 
Private Biris.—Grand Junction Water, Bury St. 
Edmund’s Gas. 
RecisTration oF Brrtus, &c. 
BILL READ A THIRD TIME. 
Private Briu.—Dun Drainage. 


HOUSE OF COMMONS. 
APRIL 3.—BILL READ A SECOND TIME. 
AssEssep Rates. 
BILLS READ A THIRD TIME. 
Paivare Bitts.—Glossop Gas, London, Brighton, and 
South Coast and South-Eastern Railway Companies, West- 
gate and Birchington Water. 





BILL READ A FIRST TIME. 


Bunt to Copiry tHe Croat Law (the Attorney- 


General). 
APRIL 4.—BILL PASSED THROUGH COMMITTEE, 
Assrssep Rares. 
BILLS READ A THIRD TIME. 

Private Brits.—Brighton and Hove Gas, East London 
Railway, Gosport Street Tramways, Manchester Corpora- 
tion Water. - 

APRIL 7.—BILLS READ A SECOND TIME. 

Private Brtts.—Ecclesiastical Commissioners, Lancashire 
County Justices, Liverpool United Tramways and Omnibus 
Company, London Street Tramways, British Fisheries 
Society (Pulteney Harbour, &c.), Walton-on-the-Naze and 
Frinton Improvement. 

BILLS READ A THIRD TIME. 

Private BrLtL.—Merionethshire Railway. 

AssEssED RarEs. 





tZaw Stuvent’s Sournal. 


COUNCIL OF LEGAL EDUCATION. 
Easter AND Trivity Course or Lectures, 1879, 
Subjects and Professors, 


Jarisprudence, including International Law, Public and 
Private—Roman Law—and Constitutional Law and Legal 
History. 

Joint Professors—Frederic Harrison, Esq., James Bryce, 
Esq., D.C.L. 

Equity. 

Professor—Arthur Shelly Eddis, Esq., Q.C. 


The Law of Real and Personal Property. 
Professor—Joshua Williams, Esq., Q.C. 


The Common Law. 
Professor—John D. Mayne, Esq. 


Prospectus of the Lectures of the Professors. 
The Professor of Roman Law will deliver during the en- 





suing educational term a course of six lectures on the sources- 


of Roman law: considered historically. 

The first lecture of this course will be delivered on Monday, 
April 28, 1879, at 3.15 p.m. The subsequent lectures will 
be delivered on Thursdays and Mondays at the same hour. 

Nore.—The lectures will be suspended after Thursday, 
May 15, and be resumed on Thursday, June 12, at 3 p.m. 


JURISPRUDENCE, 

The Professor of Jurisprudence will, during the ensuing 
educational term, deliver two lectures on the following sub- 
jects—(1) the rise and development of private international 
law ; (2) the sources, limits, and general subjects of private 
international law. 

These lectures will be fullowed by a course of six lectures 
on the conflict of law with relation to personal status, 
domicil, marriage, and legitimacy. 

The first lecture will be delivered on Thursday, June 12, 
1879, at 3 p.m., and the subsequent lectures at the same 
hour on Mondays and Tharsdays. 


Eavirty. 

The Professor of Equity will deliver during the ensuing 
educational term, twelve lectures upon suretyship, and 
set off and appropriation of payments. 

The first lecture will be delivered on Wednesday, April 30, 
1879, at 4.15 p.m., and the subsequent lectures at the- 
same hour on Wednesdays and Fridays. 

Norz,—The lectures in this subject will be suspended 
after Friday, May 16, and be resumed on Friday,'June 13, 
at the usual hour. 

Law oF REAL AND Personal PROPERTY. 

The Professor of the Law of Real and Personal Property 
will deliver, during the ensuing educational term, twelve 
lectures on the subject of personal chattels (continued). 

The first lecture on this subject will be delivered on 
Tuesday, April 29, 1879, at 3.15 p.m. 

The subsequent lectures will be delivered on Saturdays at 
3.15 p.m., and on Tuesdays at 4.15 p.m. 

Nore.—The lectures in this subject will be suspended 
after Saturday, May 17, and be resumed on Saturday, June 
14, at the usual hour. 
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Common Law. 

The Professor of Common Law will deliver, during the 
-ensuing educational term, twelve lectures on the law of 
contracts (continued). 

The first lecture on this subject will be delivered on 
Monday, April 28, 1879, at 4.15 p.m. ; 

The subsequent lectures will be delivered on Thursdays 
-and Mondays at the same hour. 

Note.—The lectures in this subject will be suspended 
after Thursday, May 15, and be resumed on Thursday, 
dune 12, at the usual hour. 


Note.—In December next there will be four examinations, 
one in the subject of the lectures given by each professor, open 
(subject as hereinafter mentioned) to all students who have during 
the year attended the lectures of any of the professors, but 
no student will be admitted to the examination in the subjects 
of the lectures of any professor unless he shall have attended at 
least two-thirds of the lectures given during the year by such 
professor. No student will be admitted to more than two 
examinations; and no student who shall have obtained a 
studentship will be admitted to any such examination. 

After the examinations the following prizes will, on the re- 
commendstion of the committee, be given (that is to say) :— 

To the students who shall have passed the best examination 
in the subjects of the lectures of each professor, first prize, £50 ; 
second prize, £25; third prize, £15; fourth prize, £10; anda 
first and second prize of £70 and £30, respectively, to the 
students who obtain the greatest aggregate number of marks in 
the examination in the subjects of the lectures given by any two 
of the professors. 

No student will be entitled to more than one prize, buta 
student will receive the prize of the highest value to which he 
shall appear to be entitled. 

The committee will not be obliged to recommend any of the 
above prizes to be awarded, if the result of the examination be 
such ag, in their opinion, will not justify such recommendation. 





LINCOLN’S INN. 


The following Scholarships bave been awarded by the 
Masters of the Bench to students of Lincoln’s-inn :—Inter- 
national and Constitutional Law.—To Mr. Hamilton Ed- 
ward Lawrence, 100 guineas; to Mr. Henry Gawan Taylor, 
50 guineas, Law of Real and Personal Property.—-To Mr. 
Robert Frederick Norton, 1(0 guineas. Common Law.— 
To Mr. Samuel Henry Leonard, 100 guineas; to Mr. 
Thomas Almond Hind, 50 guincas. 








Court Papers. 


SPRING ASSIZES. 


The following are the dates fixed for holding the ensuing 
Spring Assizes:—South-Eastern (Mr. Justice Mellor)— 
Lewes, Tuesday, April 22; Hertford, Wednesday, April 
20; Cambridge, Saturday, May 3; Ipswich, Wednesday, 
May 7. Midland (Mr. Justice Lush)—Northampton, 
Tuesday, April 22; Lincoln, Monday, April 28; Derby, 
Friday, May 2; Warwick, Wednesday, May 7. North and 
South Wales (Mr. Justice Grove)—Ruthin, Tuesday, April 
22; Chester, Friday, April 25; Swansea, Wednesday, 
April 30. Western (Mr. Baron Haddleston)—Exeter, 
Tuesday, April 22; Taunton, Tuesday, April 29; Winches- 
ter, Tuesday, May 6. Oxford (Mr. Justice Hawkins)— 
Reading, ‘Inesday, April 22; Worcester, Wednesday, 
April 23; Stafford, Monday, April 28. North-Eastern (Mr. 
Justice Manists) —Newcastle, Tuesday, April 22; Durham, 
Satarday, April 26; York, Thursday, May 1. Northern 
(Mr. Justice Stephen)—Carlisle, Tuesday, April 22; Man- 
chester, Thursday, April 24; Liverpool, Friday, May 2. 








PUBLIC COMPANIES. 
April 9, 1879, 
GOVERNMENT FUNDS. 


3 per Cont. Consols, 9% Annaitios, April, "as, Of 
Dicto for Acoccant, May 6, 99 | Do. (Red Ben T.) Aug. 1908 
Io. 3 per Cent Kednced, % ux Billa, £1006, 24 per Ct. 14 pm, 


New 3 per Conw., (6 | Ditto, £500, Do, 14 pm. 
Bo. 34 perCent., Jan,’94  ~—| *Hritto, £100 & £200, 14 pm. 
Ds. 14 por Cont.,Jan,'34 | Bank of England Stock, 256 xd 


Annsities, Jan,’66 Ditto for Account. 





= wera as 
INDIAN GOVERNMENT SECURITIES, 


Ind.Stk.,5 per Cent. July, 80,103 , Enf.Pr.5§ perCent., May, 81 
Ditto for Account, — Ditto Debentures, 4 per Cent, 
Ditto 4 per Ceat., Oct. ’88, 1005 April, ’64 

Ditto, ditto, Certificates — Do.Do,5 per Cent., Aug. 73 
Ditto Enfaced Ppr.,4 per Cent. Do. Bonds, 4 per Cent. £1000 
2ad Enf.Pr., 5 per C., Jan,’72 Ditto, ditto, under £1000 





RAILWAY STOCK. 










































Railways. Paid. Closing Price, 
_ -_oo 
Stock |Bristol and Exeter 100 | _ 
Stock |Caledoni 100 | 94% 
Stock |Glasgow and South-Western ..., 100 84 
Stock |Great Eastern Ordinary Stock 100 55g 
Stock |Great Northern .......+ 100; «7 
Stock} Do., A Stock*........ Sasiven ee eceeeee 100 117 
Stock Great Southern and Western of Ireland , 100 119 
Stock |Great Western—Original sese.eseeee 100 | t 
Stock |Lancashire and Yorkshire ......... 100, 12 
Stock |London, Brighton, and South Coas 100 124: 
Stock |London, Chatham, and Dover ..... 100 | 2 
Stock |London and North-Western ,..... 100 139 
Stock |London and South Western ..cc.ccsveeeseee] 100, 129 
Stock |Manchester, Sheffield, and Lincolo ......0++ 100 73 
Stock |Metropolitan 100 111 
Stock! Do., District shetasees 100 61 
aa Midland 100 | 
stock |North British ict 100 | 
Stock |North Eastern.ic.csssecssssecsscsescecesssecsessessneee]| 100 133% 
Stock |North London... bessie 100 (162 
Stock |North Staffordshire s....s.ssssscseeesesseseesseese] 100 | 53 
Stock |South Devon 100 | bs 
Stock !south-Eastern «| 100, 1a 














* A receives no divideud uatil 6 per cent. has been paid to B, 








BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 
BIRTHS, . 
Lewin.—April 7, at 73, Harcourt-terrace, South Kensington, 
the wife of F. A. Lewin, of Lincoln’s-inn, barrister-at-law, 
of a son. ‘ 
Mirams.—April 4, at 29, Pemberton-gardons, St. John’s- 
ark, N., the wife of Augustus Mirams, of the loner Temple, 
Sancincer-ai-lewr, of a daughter. 
DEATHS. ae 
CarEs.—April 2, Francis Nethersole Cates, of Lincoln’s- 
inn, barrister-at-law, aged 51. . ‘ 
Gammon.—April 6, at 8, Stratheden-villas, East Dulwich-road, 
Peckham-rye, Charles Gammon, solicitor, aged 55. 
MacDonatp.—April 4, at 1, Haverstock - terrace, Haw 
stead, William Patrick MacDonald, of the Middle Temple, 
barrister-at-law. ; f 
Turner.—April 3, at Staines, Ellen Christiana, wife of 
Charles Heary Turner, barrister-at-law. 
Upney.—April 7, at 73, Finchley New-road, Hampstead 
suddenly, George Udney, barrister-at-law, of Lincoln's-ina, 
aged 76, 





LONDON GAZETTES. 


Professional Partnerships Dissolved. 
Faipay, April 4, 1879. 

Cooper, Richard Moore, and James Foxton Vass, Portman st, Portman 
eq, Solicitors. Mar 25 i 
Foster, John, and Charles Thomas Richards, Pontefract, York, Solici- 

tors. Mar 31 x 
Wingate, Geo. L., and G. Dillon Webb, Chancery lane, Solicitors. 
Mar5 
Winding up of Joint Stock Companies, 
Limited in Cuoanceny, 
Faas, Apr 4, 1879. 

Automatic Girth Company, Limited.—V.0, Hall has, by an order dated 
Mar 4, appointed Tuomas Herbert Greon, Queen Victoria st, to be 
official liquidator. Creditors are required on or before May 7, to send 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims 
tothe above. Friday, May 16 at 3, is appointed for hearing and ad- 
jadicating upon the debts and claims 

Montpelier Estate and Securities Company, Limited.—Petition for 
winoing uy presented Apr 4, direcied to be heard before the M.E., 
on Aorl 26. Pritchard ard Co, Painters’ Hall, Litile heqee B lane, 
agents for Boote and Edgar, Manch-ster, solicitors for the petitioners 

Petroleum Company of Italy, Limited,—By an order made by Fry, Jy 
dated Mar 26, it was ordered that tho above company be wound up. 
Beall, Queen Victoria st, solicitor for the petitioner 

Rockingham Clay Works Limite1.—Petition for winding up presented 
Mar 41, directed to be heard before V.C. Hall, on Apr 25, Smith, 
Pancras lane, solicitor for the petitioner 

Shand and Company, Limited,- Creditors aro required, on or before 
Apr 30, to se.d their names and addresses and the particulars of their 
debis or claims, to George Cupit Fowler and Willian Wilson, Union 





et, Old Broad st. Deaae, Union ct, solicitor for the liquidators 
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Lrwi1Tep In CHANCERY. 
Turspay, Apr. 8, 1879, 

Alliance Cigar Association, Limited.—Petition for winding up, pre- 
sented Apr 4, dirécted to be heard before V.C. Hall on Apr 25. Bower 
and Cotton, Chancery lane, for Jubb, Halifax, petitioner’s solicitor 

Argy!l Coal and Cannel Company, Limited.—By an order made by 
V.0. Hall, dated March 28, it was ordered that the voluntary winding 
up of the company be continued. Cunliffe and Co, Chancery lane, 
for Darbishire and Tatham, Manchester, sclicitors for the petitioner 

Continental Gas and Water Company, Limited.—By an order made by 
V.C. Hall, dated Mar 28, it was ordered that the voluntary winding 
up of the above company be continued. Snell and Greenip, George 
st, Mansion House, solicitors for the petitioners 

Debenture Bond and Mortgage Company, Limited. —By an order made 
by V.O. Hall. dated Mar 28, it was ordered that the above company be 
wound up. Crook and Smith, Abchurch lane, solicitors for the com- 


any 

olan Works Company, Limited.—By an order mate by V.C. Bacon, 
dated March 29, it;was ordered that the above company be wound up. 
Snell and Greenip, George st, Mansion House, solicitors for the peti- 
tioner 

Hull Central Draperv Company, Limited.—Bv an order made by V.C, 
Hall, dated Mar 28, it was ordered that the winding up of the company 
be continued. Cunliffe and Co, Chancery lane, for Todd, Kingston- 
upon-Hull, solicitor for the petitioner 

Indian Tea Agency, Limited.—The M.R. has, by an order dated Feb 24, 
seortoiet Mr. Edward Mocre, Crosby eq, Bishopsgate, to be official 
liquidator 

Manchester and Bombay Spinning and Manufacturing Company, 
Limited.—By an order made by the M.R., dated Mar 20, it was 
ordered that the company be wound up. Scott and Co, Lincoln’s. 
inn fields, for Taylor, Barrow-in-Furness, solicitor for the petitioner 

Monolithic Fireproof and Sanitary Construction Works, Limited.—The 
M.R. has, by an order dated Frb 24, appointed Charles James 
Singleton, Staple inn, to be oMfcial liquidator. Creditors are} re- 
quired, on or before May 12, to send their namea and adresses, and 
the particulars of their debts or claims to the above. Monday, May 
19, at 12, is appointed for hearing and adjudicating upon the debts 
and claims 

New Connahs Quay Chemical and Coal Company, Limited.—Creditors 
are required, on or before May 13, to send the‘r names and addresses, 

and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Thomas Horsfield, 
Manchester. Tuestay, May 27, at 12, is appointed for hearing and 
adjudicating upon the debts and claivs 

North Derbyshire Brick and Tile Company, Limited.—By an order 
made by V.C. Bacon, dated March 29, it wes ordered that the volun- 
tary winding up of the company be continued. Milne and Co, Har- 
court buildings, Temple, for Slater and Co, Manchester, solicitors 
for the petitioner 

Onward Cement Company, Limited.—Petition for winding up, pre- 
sented April 2, directed to be heard before the M.R. on April 26. 
Ballard, Clifford’s inn, solicitor for the petitioner 

Richards and Company, Limited.--By an order made by Frv, J., dated 
Mar 27, it was ordered that the company be wound up. Whites and 
pe Budge row, for Brittan and Co, Bristol, solicitors for the peti- 

joners 

Saint James’s Bank, Limited.—V.C. Malins has, by an order, dated 
Jan 27, continued James Waddell, Queen Victoria st, provisional 
Kquidator. Creditors are required, on or before May 10, to send their 

names, addresses, and the particulars of their debts and claims to the 
above. Tharsday, May 22 at 12, is appointed for hearing and ad- 
judicating upon the claims 

Sceptre and Licensed Victuallers’ and General Fire Insurance Com- 
pany, Limited.—The M.R. has, by an order dated M»r 31, appointed 
James John Deller, King st, Cheapside, provisional official liquilator 

Unumitep in CHANCERY, 
Tugepay, Apr. 8, 1879. 

Security Institution.—Petition fer winding up presented Apr 3, directed 
to be heard before V.C. Hall on Apr 25, Chorley and Co, Moorgate 
st, solicitors for the petitioner 

County Patatinr or LANncastTEr. 
Turspay, April 8. 1879. 

Chorley Co-operative Spinning and Manufacturing Company, Limited. 
—Petition for winding up, presented April 3, directed to be heard 
before the V.0. at his chambers, 6, Stone bdgs, Lincoln’s inn, 
on Apr 28 at 10.30. Smith, Manchester, solicitor for the petitioners 

Hicbibi Coa! and Cannel Company, Limiied,—Petition for winding up 
rresented Apr 4, directed to be heard befere the V.C. at his cham- 
bers, 6, Stone bdgs, Lincoln’s inn, on Apr 17 at 1,30. Edelston, 
Preston, agent for Darlington and Sons, Wigan, solicitors for the 
petitioners 

Friendly Societies Dissolved. 
Faipay, Apr. 4, 1879. 

Hull Ancient Order of Foresters’ Widow and Orphans Fund, Charlotte 
st, Sculeoates, Kingston-upon-Hull. Apr2 

Teepe — Co-operative Society, Fox st, New Brompton, 

ent. r 
Tipton Philanthropic Friendly Society, Vestry of Canal st Chapel, Tip- 
iD, Stafford. Apr 2 


Creditors under Estates in Chancery. 
Last Day of Proof, 
Frarpay, Mar 98, 1879, 
Barnesloy, William Holl, Cheetham, Manchester, Apr 28. Halos vy. 
Barnesley, Chief Olerk, Rolls yd, Ghancory lane, Addleshaw, Man- 


ester 

Clarke, William Welham, Ajmore, East Indios, Civil Engineer. Apr 29. 
Clarke v. Read, V.C. Bacon. Mahon, Ely pl, Holborn 

Gardiner, Ellen Ann, Chertsey. Apr 30, Guardinor ¥. Gasquet, V.C. 
Hall, Gasquet, Queen at, Cheapside 

Haigh, George, Hipperholme, Halifax, Gont, Apr 98, Ifaigh v. 
Waterhouse, V.C. Bacon, Gaunt, Bradford 

Mousley, John, Brannatone, Leicester, Farmer, Apr 80, Cooper ¥. 
Jarratt, M.R. Miles and Co, Leicester 

Sibson, John, Loughborough, Wine Morchant, Apr 92, Booth v. 
Portch, M.R. Hands, Loughborough 

Bouth Walos Mineral Railway. Apr 28, Tall vy, South Wales Minera) 
Railway Co, V.0, Hall, Somerville, Lincoln's inn flelds 








Speakman, James, Manchester, Architect, Apr 21. Speakman v. 
Birkbeck, V.C. Malins. West, Poultry 

Swann, Joseoh, South Normanton, Derby, Coal Master. Apr 28, 
Blythe v. Harrison, V.C. Malins. Shipton, Chesterfield 

Toxspay, Apr. 1, 1879. 

Blewitt, William. Durston, Northampton, Gent. Apr 28, Farmer ¥, 
Cox, M.R. Jeffery, Northampton 

Boult, Henry, Redhill, Gent. Apr 30. Boult v. Boult, V.C. Malins. 
Barton, Kennington rd, Lambeth 

Bywater, Robert Turner, Coniston, Lancashire, Surgeon. May 2, By- 
water v. Clarke, M.R. Arno!d and Greenwood, Kendal 

Duncan, George, West Ha'tiepool, Boiler Maker. May 1. Lauder v. 
Doncan, M.R. Tilly, West Hartlepool 

Foggle, Mary, Yalding, Kent. Apr 28. Tyhurstv. Whitehead, M.?. 
Srenning, Tonbridge 

Gaudeau, Ephraim Jules-Ambrais, Pentonville rd, Bonnet Shape 
Mannfacturer. Apr 22. Ham v. Gaudeau, V.C. Bacon. Lickorisn, 
Walbrcok 

Milne, Ellen, Maison Marten, Biarritz, Franc2. May 3. Milne v. 
Bellaris, M.R. Pyke and Co, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Nash, William Hollick, Royston, Hertford, Solicitor, May 5, Nash 
v. Nash, V.C. Hall Pitman and Lane, Nicholas lana 

Reid, James Wil'iam Henry, Parxholme rd, Dalston, Apr 23. Raid v. 
R.id, V.C, Hall. Shearmin, Gresham st 

Roper, Hetty, Fordham, Cambridge. Apr 26. Taylor v. Bland, V.C. 
Bacon. Bu'ton, Newmarket 

Smith, Ann, Gla:gow terrace. Pimlic). May 1. Butler v. Picken, V.C’ 
Malios. Burn, Bell yd, Doctors’ commons 

Smith, Edward, New Cross rd, Barge Owner. Apr 29. Mackenzie v. 
Smith, M.R. Stone, Finsbury circus 


Fripay, Apr. 4, 1879. 
Brown, William, Gwynne rd, Battersea, General Dealer, May 5, Brown 
v. Wheeler, M.R. Draper, Vincent sq, Westminster 
Cakebread, William, Cambridge rd. Bethnat Green, Licensed Victua ler. 
May 7. Cakebread v. Cakebread, V.C. Hall. Druce and Co, Billiter 


sq 

George, Willian Frederick, Cheltenham, Confectioner, May 6, 
George v. George, M.R. ‘Taynton and Sons, Gloucester 

Gvldsmith, Josepn John. St. Gerrge’s st, Middlesex, Baker. May 3. 
Go'dsmith v. Waters, M.R. Da'ton and Jessett, Clement’s House, 
Clement’s lane 

Hal!, William, Skipton, York, Joincr. May 5. Half v. Hall, V.C. 
Hall. Pager, Skipton 

Hayward Edward, Bethersde», Kent, Esq. Apr30. Creery v. Ling- 
wood, V.C. Malins. Warren, Bloomsbary sq 

Middleten, Edward Chatterton, Loughborough, Banker. Apt 30. 
Coleman v. Midileton, V.C. Malins. Eddowes, Sutton Coldfield 

Willis, Charlotte, Leighton Buzzard, Bedford. Apr 29, Willis v, Willis, 
MLR. Sykes, S:. Swithin’s lane 


Creditors under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35, 


Last Day of Claim. 
Faiway, March 2!, 1879. 


Applegate, John William, Weston-super-Mare, Esq. May1l0. Ger- 
main, Bath 

Armfield, John, Bollington, Chester, Yeoman. Aprill5. Parrott and 
Oo, Macclesfield 

Austin, Catherine, Wotton-u nder-Edge, Gloucester. May 1. Rams- 
den ard Austin, Leadenhall st 

Barton, Mark Poulet, Manchester, Cotton Spinner. June 24. Weston 
and Co, Manchester 

Boulnois, John Arthur, Burgess Hill, Sussex, Gent. April 24: 
Richards, Warwick st, Regent st 

Callwel!, Margaret. Hulme, Manchester. Mar 31. Simpson and 
Hockin, Manchester 

Darley, Stephen, Ciarges st, Piccadilly, Esq. April 16. Lovell and Co, 
Gray’s-inn-sq 

Fear, John, Weston-super-Mare, Labourer, April 16. Smith, Super- 
Mare 

Gason, Lucy Sophia. Milfield Hoase, Highgate. May 20. Ham? and 
Co, Gt James st, Bedford-row 

Gore, Sir St George, Boo !le’s Club, St Jamas’ st, Bart. May 1. Leman 
and Co, Lineo!n’s-inn-fields 

Grover, John Nightinzale Key, Manchester, Solicitor. June 24. Wes- 
ton and Co, Manchester 

Hall, Thomas James, Leamington rd villas, Westbourne Park, Esq. 
May 1. Whiteand Co, Gt Marlborough at 

Hall, William, Bowden, Chester. April 32. Sale and Co, Manches- 
ter 

Hawkins, Oharles, Hanwell, Middlesex. Junel. Myatt, Adchurch 
yard, Cannon st 

Langdon, Paul, Yardbury Colyton, Devon, Yeoman, April 30, Wilton, 
Colyton 

Litt'e, James, Newport, Monmouth, Tailor, May 16, Stone and Co 
Bath 

Morgan, John Pearce, Trowbridge, Wilts, Grooor, May 10. Stone and 
Co, Bath 

Oliver, George, Sydenham, Kent, Esq. April 30. Nisbett and Ca, 
Linceln’s-inn-fields 

Parry, James, A‘dison rd, Kensington, Gent, April ls. Few and Co, 
Surrey st, Strand 

Ranger, Jane Brett, Ramsgate, Keat. April 21. Edwards and Son, 
Ramsgate 

Reynolds, Louisa, Swan lane, Upver Thames st, General Shop Keeper, 
Jone l, Myatt and Co, Abohurch yard, Cannon st 

Robson, Robert, Hulme, Manchester, May 10, Bond and Son, Man- 
chester 

— Frederick, St Martins lane, Esq. May 1. Harvey, O'd 

ewry 
a > a Lianelly, Brecon, Esq. May 12. Lewis, Crick- 


owe 

Sheppard, Harriett, Weston-super-Mare, Somerset. April 16. Smith, 
Super- Mare 

Smith, Henry Shaw, Lower Broughton, nr Manchester, Geat, April 30, 
Slater and Co, Manchester 

Ward, Caroline, Leamington, Warwick, May 25, Wright and Hassal, 
Leamington 
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‘Watts, Francis, Red Lion st, Holborn, Gent, April 15, Taylor, Ex- 
mouth st, Clerkenwell 

‘Woodeock, Henry, Norwich, Esq. May 1. Taylor and Sons, Nor- 
wich 


TurspaY, March 25, 1879. 
Bews, Caroline, Leamin gton, Innkeeper. April 28, Great-Rex, Staf- 


or 
Broadway. Sophia, Camdenrd. May 7. Biggin, Chancery lane 
Brown, William, Ac ton st, Gray’s-inn-rd, Gent, May 7. Wooler, John 
st, Bedford row 
Bush, Timothy, Danvers st, Chels:a, Butcher. May 7. Wooler, John 
st, Bedford row z 4 
Camplin, — Theddlethorpe, Lincoln, Farmer. April19. Alli- 
son, Lout! 
Chapman, William Whitaker, Edgbaston, Birmingham, Licensed Vic- 
tualler. May1. Buller end Bickley, Birmingham 
Chirpindale, Francis, Tunbridge Wells, Sussex, Barrister-at-law. 
April 25. Hewitt, Nicholas lane 
Finch, Frederick Thomas, Grantchester, Cambridge, Gent. June 24. 
Whitehead, Gambridge 
Fitzgerald, Mary Anne, Upper Grange, nr Macclesfield. June 24, 
Dewes and Co, Coventry 2 
Foreman, Alfred, Marden, Kent, Farmer. May1. Hinds and Soa, 
Goudhurst 
Foster. Elizabeth, Uckfie'd, Sussex. May 19. Langham, Uckfield 
Hale, Joshua Doug'as, Woodstock st, New Bond st, Builder, May 20. 
Morley and Co, Chancery lane 
Hall, Benjamin, Bitton, Gloucester. April5. Stanley and Co, Bris- 
a) | 


t 
Hatton, William, Chinnor, Oxford, Farmer. May 31. Parker and 
Parker, Thame 
Hill, Thomas, Bedminster, Bristol, Gent. May 30. Gribble and Gold- 
smith, Bristol 
Juned, Jane Maria Ogilvy, Heygate st, Walworth rd. April 22. Angel 
and Co, Gresham s*, Bank 
Lyon, Penman William, Ellington st, Barnsbury, Protestant Dissenting 
Minister. May 24. Watson and Co, Bouverie st 
Parkinson, David, Bradford, York, Glass and China Merchant. 
April 25. Ray, Bradford 
Pemberton, Edward Robert, D.C.L. late Rector of North Huish, Devor. 
Mayl. Swinburne and Parker, Bedford row 
Pharo, James, Aldershot, Southampton, Shopkeeper. May 1. 
Farnham 
Rogers, Jane Eleanor, Albany rd, Camberwell. April 18. Eadens and 
Knowles, Cambridge 
Ruttledge, Edwerd Thomas, Finsbury sq, Esq. May 1. Woodard, 
Ingram et, Fenchurch st 
Tate, Peter, Heaton, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Gent. 
and Atkinson, Newcastle-upon-Tyne 
Weller, George, Wirdsor, Esq. May 1. Bassett, Eastgate. Rochester 
Williams, John, Garston, Lancaster, Butcher. May 15. Toulmin and 
Co, Liverpool 
Winsor, Jane, Gittisham, Devon, May 20. 
Cheapside, London 


Potter, 


April 30. Stanton 


Loxley and Morley, 


Fripay, March 28, 1879, 


Anderton, Thomas Mather, Walton, nr Liverpool, Magistrate’s Clerk, 
June 1. Bremcer and Co, Liverpool 

Applebee, Thomas, Evesham, Worcester, Bank Manager. May 7. 
Slatter erd Co, Stratford-npon-Avon 

Bradley, Brian, Morley, York, Cloth Manufacturer. 
Seateherd, Leeds 

Brock, Elizabeth, Enderby Hall, nr Leicester. May 12. Brook and Co, 
Huddersfield 

——— William Spencer, May 31. 

or. ’ 

Cas*y, John, Manor-place, Hackney, Gent. Sept 1. Buchanan and 
Rogers, Pasinghall st 

Cottingten, George, Tunbridge Wells, Kent, Gent. May 31. Oripps 
and Son, Tunbridge Weils 

Feris, Herry, Yor’, Pawnbroker. May 28. Ware, York 

Faris, William George, Sheffield, Grocer. May 28, Ware, York 

Fenonlhet, Sophia Farmer, Wyke Regis, Dorset. May 16. Steggall 
and Hooper, Weymcath 

Poikes, Eliza, Homerton row, Hackney. April21. Hubbardand Co, 
eee 

Greathead, William Wilberforce Harris, Brockenhurst, Sonthampton, 
a Mojor-Gen. in Her Majesty’s Army. April 30. Perkin and Pag- 
den, New sq, Lincoln’s-inn 

Harrison, Kev Richard Hopkins, Builth, Brecon, May 12, Harrison, 
Garden ct, Temp'e 

a David, Clay Cross, Derby, Draper. April 30. Gee, Ches- 

The. 

Howe, Juc‘ith, Clifton, Bristol. April 18. Osborne and Co, Bristol 

Hudson, Jobn, Hinst ck, Salop, Gent. Mayl. Liddle, Newport 

Huguenin, Harriett, Liscard, Chester. May 31. Wareing and Crop- 
per, Liverpool 

Lewrr, Sarah, Dorking, Surrey. May 15. Down, Dorking 

Mather, William, Woolton Park, nr Liverpool, Brewer. July 1. 
Atkinson and Co, Manchester 

Oxteby, Sarmauel John, Liverpool st, King’s Cross. May 5. Futvoye 
and Co, John st, Bedford row 

Perou, Disney Perry, Si‘ney st, Stepney, Licensed Victualler. May 1 5. 

et Cosette’ © orton Hoostette 1 
t Cuintin, Georgiana Henrietta Louisa, Chesham place, Belgrave sq. 
May 22, Lambert, Bedford row : seca eres: 

Fa py Wigan. April 18. _— and Adcock, Wigan 
owne, Jireh, Margate, Kent, Gent. April 20. Wragg and Edwards 
Gt & Helens, London , = ; 


Terspar, April 1,/1879. 

Biekne!'), Henry F4geworth, Bedford piace, Ruseell + May}. 
Lethbridge and Son, Abington at ‘ + Bey ° 
Bradiey, Jchn, Brondesbory terrace, Kilburn, Gent, April 28. Tilley 

and Soames, Finsbury place, South 
Brinkiey, Benjemin, Mitre sq, Aldgate, Fruit Merchant. May 9, 


June 1. 


York, Solicitor. Ware, 


SEEN 
—=== 
Carstairs, Anthony Jones, George at, Hanover sq, Captain in 7, 

Majesty’s 78th Highlanders. May 15. Francis and Oo, pe 
Fri 


iars 

Chambers, James, jun., Exeter, Printer. May 1, Petherick, 

Exeter 

Cousins, William Abraham, Sussex place, Kensington, Gent, May 1g 
Martineau and Reid, Raymond’s bldgs, Gray’s-inn i 

Davis, James, Wynyatt st, Clerkenwell, Engine Turner, May ‘i 
Davis, Green terrace, Clerkenwell 

Dickinson, William Leeson, Manchester, Drysalter, May 20, Martin, 
Nottingham 

Franks, William, Hatfield, Hertford, Esq. May8. Blake ang Co, 
Threadneedle st, London : " 

Fraser, James, Hatton Garden, Licensed Victualler. May 16, Jameson, 
Verulam bidgs, Gray’s-inn 

Grant, Alexander William, Bryanston sq, Esq. May 10. Walker and 
Co, Theobald’s rd, Gray’s-inn ; 

Halliday, John Richard, Scarborough, York, Auctioneer. April gp 
Woodall and Woodall, Scarborough : J 

Harris, Eliza, Olney, Buckingham. June 1. Dennis and Faulkner 
Northampton 4 

Hatton, James, Higher Broughton, nr Manchester, Esq. May 1, Tho. 
ley and Hampson, Manchester 

Holdroyd, George, Cleckheaton, York, Machine Maker, May 1, Curry, 
Cleckheaton 

Hornby, Thomas, Hemingford rd, Barnsbury Gent. May 20. Barray 
and Hal, Manchester 

Jackson, George, Carshalton, Surrey, Inn-keeper. May 8, Words. 
worth and Co, Threadneedle at 

Kinder, Elizabeth, Watford, Hertford. May 6. Rowell, Rickmans. 
worth 

Luff, Henry, East India Dock rd, Poplar, Gent. May 13. Baker and 
Nairne, Crosby sq 

Masters, Charles, Cranbrook, Kent, Farmer. May 1. Hinds and So, 
Goudborst 4 

Nichols, John Plimsaul, Exeter, Furniture Broker, May 1. Petherick, 
Exeter 

Prior, John, Castle ct, Birchin lane, Chop-house Keeper, May |, 
Boyle. Gracechureh st 

Purvis, Edward Mu'so, Tunbridge Wells, Kent, Esq. June 1. Oollyen 

Bristowand Co, Bedford row 


Rodney, Hon. and Rev. Henry, Eye, Hereford, Clerk. May 31, Ker. 
lake, Regent st 

Sargant, Henry Isaxc, Selly Oak, Worcester, Gent. Apr 21, Buller and 
Bickley, Birmingham 

Shipton, John Noble, Warwick, Surgeon-Major in H.M.’s Army, 
Joly 1. Baker and Langworthy, Bristol 

Shorland, Eliza Jane, St James’s rd, Brixton. May 15. Smith, Buck- 


land st, Hoxton ; 
Slater, Sarah, Elland, Halifax. April 23. Ingram and Huntriss, 
Halifax 


Smith, Mary, Heywood, Lancaster, Licensed Victualler. May 1. Orton, 
Heywood 

Smither, Charles, Farncombe, Godalming, Surrey, Gent. May 2%, 
Craig, Guildford 

Taylor, John. Kozhdtale, Shop Keeper. May1. Roberts, Rochdale 

Thompson, William. Upperthorpe, nr Sheffield, Gent. May 15. Bar. 
dekin and Co, Sheffield 

Thompson, William, Redland, Bristol, Gent, May 24. Brittan and Co, 
Bristol 

Trafford, John Randolphus-de, Croston Hall, Lancaster, Esq. April $$, 
Wilson and Hulton, Preston 

Turner, Kitty, St Mary at the Elms, Ipswich. June]. Daniel and 
Son, Ipswich 

Wood, William Binns, Whitchurch, Oxford, Esq. May 1. Hine-Hay- 
cock and Bridgman, College Hill, Cannon st 

Woodland, Richard, Richmond, Surrey, Gent. May 31. 
Son, Gray’s-inn-:q 


Gamlen and 


Frwy, Apr 4, 1879, 
Armstrong, Alexander Thomas, Chepstow, Monmouth, Major-General. 
June 30. Toye, Chepstowe 
Parlow, Maria, Canterbury. May 10. Furley, Canterbury 
Beal, Henry Garner, Exeter, Licensed Vietualler. May 15, Beal, 


Exeter 

Christie, Caroline, Portman sq. May 31, Howard, Old Broad st 

Coller, Thomas, Bath, Veterinary Surgeon. Apri: 29. Titley, Bath 

nae Robert, Routh, York, Farmer. June 30. Robinson and Soa, 

erley 

Dryden, John, Camp Vitle, Shipowner. May 31. Lietch and Co, 
North Shields 

Elsworth, John, Exhibition rd, Knightsbridge, Auctioneer. May 27. 
Avis, Lincoln’s-inn-fields 

Evans, Mary Ann, Porchester terrace, bayswater. May 1, Guscotte 
and Co, Essex g 

Eyre, William, Cresswell, Derby, Retired Miller. May 1, Alderson and 


Co, Eckington 

Fedden, William, Bristol, Gent. Arril 30. Miller, Bristol 

Gray, Wood Thomas, Lordship Park, Stoke Newingtov, Engineer. 
June 24, Reep end Co, Bush lane, Cannon st 

Gressbeig, Thomas, Heywood, Lancaster, Licensed Victualler. May 1. 
Orton, Heywood 

Greg, Sarah, Boliimgton, nr Macclesfield, May 31. Canliffe and Co, 
Manchester 

Holerof', Matthew, Barton-upon-Irwell, Lancaster, Gent, May 24. 


Fox, Manchester 

ar Klizabeth, fakin, Pembroke. June 24, Price, Haverford- 
wes 

ce John, Croydon, Surrey, Gent. July 1, Drummonds and Co, 
sroydon 

Lowis, William, Grainthorpo, Lincoln, Blacksmith. May 13, Bell, 
Townhall, Louih 

May 27. 


Marriott, dianche, Witney, Oxford. 
Castle, Kent, lisq, MP. 


Westeil, Witney 
Martin, Philip Wykeham, Leeds 
Co, Howard st, Strand 


May W. 
Nicholl an 


Mahon, Matilda Donald, Inston, Devon, May}. Guseotte and Co, 





French, Crateted Friars 


lane wt 
Moles, Henry Jamos, Biand st, Dover rd, Commercial Traveller, Mey &, 
French, Crutched Friars 
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Moses, Rosetta, Hanway st, Oxford st. May 15. Sydney, Finsbury- 


circus 

Pratt, James Robert, Rosebank rd, North Bow, Gent. June 2. Scott, 
College hill, Cannon st 

Purvis, Wiltiam, Walthamstow, Essex, Gent. May 31. Scott, College 
hill, Cannon st 

Reeve, Henry, Gretton terrace. Bethnal Green, Grocer, May 21. 
Carter and Bell, Eastcheap 

Rossiter, James, Hereford, Tailor. May 30. Rossiter, Ohelten- 
ham : 

Scale, Sarah Ann, Southsea. May 20. Edgeombe and Co, Portsea 

Sidders, Thomas, Canterbury, Gent. May 10. Furley, Canterbury 

Skeate, Thomas, Bourton, Wilts, Gent. May 31. Stone and Oo, 


Bath 
Swift, William, Scarbo:ough, York, Painter. April 22. Calvert, Scar 
h 


boroug 

Topham, Anne, Chester. May 14. Moss and Sharp, Chester 

fottenham, Charles John, Llangollen, North Wales, Esq. May i. 
Lethbridge and Son, Abingdon st, Westminster 

Urry, Barnabas, Newport, Isle of Wight, Millwright. June 24. Mew 
and Hooper, Newport 

Wallace, Robert, Bognor, Sussex, Merchant. June 1. Johnsons and Co, 
Austin Friars 

Wharton, Sarah, Liverpoo!, Fruiterer, May 17. Gardiner and Smith, 
Liverpool 

Wood, James Marke, Leigham Court rd, Streatham hill, Esq. May 31. 
Paine and Co, Gresham house, Old Broad st 


krupts. 
Fripay, April 4, 1879. 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their proofs of debts to the Registrar. 
fo Surrender in London, 
®aker, Charles Stuart, and Charles Stuart Barker, jun, King William 
st, Auctioneers. Pet Mar 3!. Murray. May 2 at ll 
folle, Julio, and William R Thomas, Gresham st.. Pet Apr 1. Murray. 
Apr 22 at 12 
flerington, William Henry, Walbrook, Solicitor. Pet Apr 1. Pepys. 
Apr 25 at 11.30 
Sillence, George, Fenchurch st, Tea Dealer. Pet Mar 28. Pepys. 
Apr 23 at 1 


To Surrender in the Country. 

Benrett, James O » Tidswell, Derby, Builder. Pet Apr 2. Weller. 
Derby, Apr 22 at 12 

Bennett, John, Kiddcrminster, Worcester, Tailor. Pet Apr2. Talbot. 
Kidderminster, Apr 23 at 12 

Bretherton, Thomas, Pendleton, nr Manchester, Plumber, Pet Apr 2. 
Hulton. Salford, Apr 23 at 1! 

Dorose, Charles, Tunstall, Stafford. Pet Apr 1. Tenant. Hanley, 
Apr 17 at 11 

Haris, Henry, Boston, Lincoln. Farmer. Pet Apr 1. Staniland* 
Boston, Apr 17 at 12,30 

Hluches, Thomas, Llandudno, Carnarvon, out of business, Licensed 
Victualler, Pet Apr 2, Jones. Bangor, Apr 18 at 2 

Huntley, Edward, Gateshead, Durham, Brewer. Pet Apr2. Daggett. 
Newcastle, Apr 17 at 12 

Lup:on, Wiliam Mansel, Stanstead Abbotts, Ware, Hertford, School- 
master, Pet Mar 29. Spence. Hertford, Apr 19 at 12 

Mslecolm, William, Bradford, Laceaster, Tailor, Pet Mar 31. Lister. 
Manchester, Apr 21 at 11 

Moggs, Joseph Whyman, Wood Rising, Norfolk, Farmer. Pet Apr 2. 
Cooke. Norwich, Apr 16 at 12 

Nicholls, Ambrose, Leeds, Wool Merchant. Pet Apr 1. Marshall. 
Leeds, May 7 at 11 

Nicholson, Charlee, Batley, York, Chemist. Pet Mar 29. Nelson. 
Dewsbury, Apr 17 at 3 

Pinchbeck, Joseph, Clee, Lincoln, Builder. App Mar 26. Daubney. 
Great Grimsby, Apr 16 at 12 

Pringle, John Crester, Liverpool, Woolstapler. Pet Apr 2, Bellringer. 
Liverpool, Apr 21 at 12 

Whibread, Richard Frederick, Bulwell, Nottingham, Joiner. Pet 
Mar 24. Patchitt. Nottingham, Apr 21 at 3 

Wricht, Joseph, Great Yarmouth, Chemist. Pet Mar 31. Worlledge. 
Great Yarmouth, Apr 22 at 11 


Tuespay, April 8, 1879. 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their proofs of debts to the Registrar. 
To Surrender in London. 
Mo'e, James Nathaniel, Judd st, Euston rd, Boot Maker, Pet Feb 24. 
Pepys. May 2 at 1) 
Paine, Alfred John, Railway Arches, Bethnal Green, Omnibus Pro- 
prietor, Pet Apr. Brougham. Apr 22 atl 


To Surrender in the Country. 

Brooke, James, Kingston-upon-Hull, Smack Owner, Pet Apr 4. 
Rollit, Kingston-upon-Hull, Apr 22 at 3 

Campbell, Andrew, Birmingham, Grocer, Pet Apr2. Cole, Birming- 
ham, May 8 at 2 

Charleton, Henry Washbourne, Ohorlton-on-Medlock, Manchester, 
Drysalter. Pet Apr3, Lister, Manchester, Apr 21 at 1) 

Clay, Joseph, Cleckheaton, Blanket Manufacturer, Pet Apr 8. Robin- 
son. Bradford, Apr 18 at 9.15 

Dawe, Thomas Burnard, Helston, Cornwall, Hotel Keeper. Pet Apr 4. 
Chilevtt. Truro, Apr 22 at 2,30 

Donner, Robert, Wranule, Lincoln, Farmer, Pet Apr 8. Staniland. 
Boston, Apr 22 at 12,30° 

Johnson, Thomas, Sale, Chester, Messenger. Pet Apr 3, Lister. 
Manchester, Apr 21 at 11 

McEwen, John, Mose Side, Manchester, Surgeon. Pot Apr 3. Hulton. 
Salford, Apr 23 at 11 

a = George, Birmingham, Draper, Pet Apr4, Cole, Birmingham, 

ay 8 at 

Symonds, Joseph, Marehay, Derby, Licensed Victualler, Pet Apr 4. 

_,, Weller. Derby, Apr 24 at 12 

Thomas, John, sre tet Carnarvon, Watchmaker. Pet Apr 3. 
Jones, Bangor, Apr 23 at 3 





BANKRUPTCIES ANNULLED. 
Farivar, April 4, 1879, 
Moore, Henry, Lots rd, Chelsea, Coal Merchant. Mar 25 
Tuespay, April 8, 1879. 
Mitchinson, Thomas, Westbourne grove, Oabinet Maker, Mar 17 


Liquidations by Arrangement. 
FIRST M“ETINGS OF CREDITORS. 
Farpay, April 4, 1879. 


Abbott, John, Batcombe, Somerse‘, Farner. Apr 21 at 2.30 at offices 
of Bennett, Broad st, Welis. Grey, Frome 
Albury, Elisha, Upper Basildon, Berks, Farmer. Apr 17 at 11 at the 
Wheatsheaf Hotel, Friar st, Reading. Dodd, Reading 
Andrew, James, Hatherleigh, Devon, Innkeeper. Apr 17 at 2 at offices 
fi Southcott, Post Office st, Bedford circus, Exeter. Hartoll, 
eter 
Axe, Henry William, Sheffield, Tableknife Manufacturer. Apr 18 at 
11 at offices of Mellor, Queen st, Sheffield 
Bamford, Tom, and John Whitehead, Rochdale, Woollen Manufac- 
turers. Apr 18 at 3 at the Golden Ficece Inn, Oldham rd, Rochdale. 
Jackson, Rochdale 
Barne, Thomas, Cardiff, Builder. Apr 17 at 3 at offices of T:ibe and 
Co, Crockherbtown, Cardiff. Merrils and Son, Cardiff 
Barrett, John Holmes, Halifax, Brass Founder. Apr 18 at 3 at the 
White Lion Hotel, Silver st, Halifix. Boocock, Halifax 
Bartlett, William, Lyme Regis, Dorset, Baker. Apr 17 at 10 at the 
Half Moon Hotel, Exeter. Hartnoll, Exeter 
Bassett, John, Sibbertoft, Northampton, Fel! ger. Apr 22 at 12 at 
offices of Wartnaby and Gilbert, Market Harborough. Haxby, 
Leicester 
Baxter, Marcaret, Keighley, York, Grocer. Apri7 at 3 at offices of 
of Neill, Kirkgate, Bradford 
Beil, John, Bradford, York, Draper. Apr 17 at1l at offices of Terry 
and Robinson, Market st, Bradford. 
Bingham, Thomas, Moss Side, Manchester, Beer Retailer. Apr 18 at 3 
at offices of Nuttall and Son, John Dalton st, M :nchester 
Bond, John George, Coliege st, Lambeth, Corn and Coal Merchant. 
Apr 18 at 3 at offices of Cooper, Chancery lane 
Booth, Alien, Neweastie-under-Lyme, Linen Draper. Apr 18 atl at 
the North Staffordshire Railway Hotel, Sioke-upon-Trent. Slaney 
and S»n, Newcastle 
Bowen, Peter, Tavernspite, Carmarthen, Builder. Apr 12 at offices of 
Lascelles, Narberth, in lieu of the place originally named 
Boyd, John George, South Lambeth rd, C mmission Agent. Apr 19 
at 11 at 12, Beaufort buildings, Strand. Binnev and Co, Sheffield 
Breed, James, and Frederick William Bith-ll, Stratford-on-Avon, 
Hosiers. Apr 15 at 12 at offices of Reece and Co, New st, Bir- 
mingham 
Brooks, John Swindley, Canterbury, Kent, Photographer. Apr 19 at 2 
at the Fleur-de-Luys Hotel, Kent. Till, Canternury 
Brown, George Brotherton, Bradford, York, Painter. Apr 17 at 3 at 
— of Watson and Dickons, Victoria chambers, Marset st, Brad- 
for 
Butcher, Edward, Beckenham, Kent, Watchmaker. Apr 21 at 3 at 
offices of Owles, Chancery lane 
Carter, Henry, Manchester, Chandelier Manufacturer. Apr 22 at 3 at 
offices of Best, Ridgefield, Manchester 
Carter, William Procter, Bracford, York, Stuff Manufacturer. Apr 17 
<t 11 at offices of Berry and Robinson, Charles st, Bradford 
Caun’, Edwin, and Charles Caunt. Bu'well, Plambers. Apr 18 at 12 at 
offices of Thorpe and Thorpe, Friar |ane, Nottingkam 
Chalk, Alfred, Fordingbridge, Hants, Draper. Apr 12 at 12 at offices 
of Nodder, City chambers, Salisbury 
Chaloner, George, Holt, Denbigh, Market Gardener. Apr 18 at 3.30 at 
offices of Morris, The Priory, Wrexham. Powell, Wrexhan 
Charlwood, George, East Gricstead, Su-sex, Builder. Apr 24at 11 at 
the Crown Ina, East Grinstead. Hastie 
Clark, Charles, Wa'mer road, Notung Hill, Beds ead and Bedding 
Manufacturer. Apr 22 at 2 at the Midland Hotel, Birmingham. 
Duignan and Smiles, Bedford row, London 
Clark, Robert, Jewia crescent, Jewin st, Ostrich Feather Merchant, 
Apr 23.at 3 at o'tices of Panneli and Co, Basinghali st. Beard and 
Sons, Basinghall st 
Clarke, Jesse, Packmoor, Stafford, Wine and Spirit Merchant. Apr 
16 at 8 at offices of Llewellyn and Ackrill, Piccadilly st, Tunstall 
Cole, George, Pershore, Worcester, Builder. Apr i7 at 3 at offices cf 
Pace, Bridge st, Pershore 
Cook, Thomas, Hemingborough, York, Bu‘cher. Apr 10 at 11 at the 
Cross Keys Inn, South Dutteld. Wrght, Selby 
Coombs, Thomas, Birmingham, Tailor. Apr 17 at 3 at offices ot 
Fallows, Cherry-st, Birmingham 
Cottrell, William Exell, Tunbridge Wells, Kent, Grocer. Apr 17 at 12 
at the Camden Hotel, Tunbridge Wells. Andrew and Cheale, Tun- 
bridge Welis 
Cox, William James, Tutbury, Stafford, Schoolmaster. Apr 2! at 3 
at the Beli Hotel, Sadler gate, Derby. Hextall!, Derby 
Crossland, George, Lee Fair, York, Grocer. Apr 21 at 3 at offices of 
Booth and Son, Barstew square, Waketield. Watts aad Son, Batley 
Cubley, Samuel Ward, Newark-upon-Trent, Painter. Apr 21 at 12.30 
at Rutland Arms, Barnby gate, Newark-upon-I'rent, Everall and 
Turner, Nottingham 
Culverwell, Henry, Fieet lane, Bookbinder. Apr 2! at 3 at offices of 
Rogers and Chave, Queen Victoria st 
Dalton, Robert, Preston, Builder, April 21 at 3 at offices of Parry, 
Cannon et, Preston 
Daniel, Henry, and Charles Haslam, Chesterfield, Drapers. Apr 17 at 
1,80 At Committee Room, Market hall, Chesterfield. Broemhead 
and Co, Sheffield 
Davies, Henry James, Birmingham, Licensed Victualler, Apr 16 at 3 
at offices of Fallows, Cherry st, Birmingham 
Davies, John Vanghton, Aston, near Birmingham, Wine and Spirit 
Merchant. Apr 16 at 11 at oitices of Richardson, Bennett's hill, Bir 
mingham 
Davis, Henry John Thomas, Robert st, Brixton. Apr 29 at @at 6 
Robert st, Brixton, Pritchard, Cornhill 
Dawson, Joseph William, Rarsham, Norfolk, Laundryman, Apr 28 at 
3 at offices of Copeman and Cadge, Becoies 
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Derbyshire, John, nog toe Stafford, Tailor. Apr 16 at 11 at offices of 
Kent, Chancery l.ne, gton 

Dilger, John co betsy Sheffield, Jeweller. Apr 16 at 3 at offices of 
‘Webster and Styring, Hartshead, Sheffield 

Dixon. Thomas, Newland, York, out of business. Apr 17 at 2 at offices 
of Hind, Quay st, Kingston-upon-Hull 

Eddison, James, Hunslet, near Leeds, Butcher. Apr 16 at 3 at offices 
of Lodge, Park row, Leeds : c : 

Edwards, James Mainwaring, a nd William Berson, Birmingham, Iron 
Merchants, Apr 17 at 12 at Queen’s Hotel, Stephenson place, Bir- 
mingham. Duignan and Co, Walsall 

Ellis, Thomas, Shifnal, Salop, Painter. Apr 18 at 11 at offices of Leake, 
High st, Shifnal 

Evans, David Edgar, Gwernogle, Carmarthen, Grocer, Apr 16 at 2 at 
County Court Office, Lampeter. Frice and Lloyd, Lampeter 

Evans, David James, Troedyrhiw, Glamorgan, Grocer. Apr 18 at 3 at 
Belle Voe Inn, Merthyr Tidty]. Morgan, Pontypridd 

Evans, Edward, Aberavon, Glamorgan, Builder, Agr 16 at 11 at offices 
of Tennant and Jones, Aberavon 

Fielding, Stanley, Oldham, Builder, Apr 16 at 3 at Lyceum, Union 
st, Oidham. Blackburn and Smyth, Oldham 

Ford, James, Bristol, Licensed Victualler. Apr 14 at 12 at offices of 
Essery, Guildhall, Broad st, Bristol 

France, Joseph, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Lamp Manufacturer. Apr 17 
at 11 at Incorporated Law Society, Royal arcade, Newcastle-ujpon- 
Tyne. Hodge, Newcastle-vpon-Tyne 

Frost, Henry Jemes, Cambridge, B ootmaker. Apr 21 at 11 at offices of 
Wayman, Silver st, Cambridge 

Gardner, Sarah Ann, Castleford, York, Grocer. Apr 17 at 3 at offices 
of Horner, Wood st, Wakefield 

Gibbon, Dan, Cheltenham, Chemist. Apr 16 at 11 at Royal Hotel, 
Cheltenham. Winterbotham, Cheltenham 

Gilbert, Arthur, Worcester park, Surrey, out of business. Apr 24 at 3 
at offices of Merriman and Co, Austinfriars 

Gall, Thomas, likley, York, out of business. Apr 16 at 2 at offices of 
Robinson, Keigh ey 

Gillmor, Hugh, Edge lane, Liverpool, out of business. Apr 23 at 3 at 
offices of Yates and Co, Water st, Liverpool 

Gist, Stephen Thomas, Bristol, Carpenter. Apr 16 at 12 at offices of 
Beckenham, Albion chambers, Broad st, Bristoi 

Godwin, George, and Henry Godwin, Blsckburn, Lancaster, Drapers. 
Apr 21 at 11 at o ffices of Marriott, Union st, Blackburn 

Goldberg, Solomon, Middlesboro ugh, Tailor. Apr 19 at 10 at offices of 
Draper, Finkle st, Stockton-on-Tees 

Grason, George Lister. Dewsbury, York, Wheelwright. Apr 16 et 12 
at offices of Gray, Eastgate, Barnsley : 

Gretton, William, Sutton, Macclesfield, Draper. Apr 16 at 11 at offices 
of Froggatt, Chestergate, Macclesfield 

Grimley, Joseph, Southport, Cabinet Maker. Apr 17 at 3 at offices of 
Threfa!!, London s', Southport 

Hague, Joe, Rotherham, Hey Dealer. Ayr 17 at 2 at offices of 
Willis, Chorch st, Rotherbam 

Hall, Joseph, Ash‘ord, Kent, China Dealer. Apr 19 at 12 at offices of 
Pn and Co, Bloomsbury sq, London. Hallett and Co, Ash- 
oF. 

Hanson, Wi'liam Henry, Batley, York, Insurence Agent. Apr 16 at 
16.30 at cflices of Wooler, Commercial st, Batley 

Harding, Carol ne, Lower Norwocd, Surrey, Bootmaker. Apr 26 at 11 
at offices of Swan, Camberwell New rd 

Hardwicke, John Brown, Spencer rd, New Wandsworth, Stock Broker. 
Apr 21 «t 2 at offices of Gocd and Co, Poultry. Musgrave, Albert 
buildings, Queen Victoria st 

Harris, Thomzs, Pendleton, nr Manchester, Provition Dealer. Apr 16 
at 3 at offices of Werner aud Burder, Manchester 

Hibbard, George, Stainforth, York, Innkeeper. Apr 8 at 12 at offices 
of Burdekin and Co, Norfo:k st, Sheffield 

Hill, William Alien, Aston, Warwick, out of business. Apr 16 at 11 
at offices of Pect, Colmore row, Birmingham 

Hindley, John Howard, Knottingley, York, Rope Manufacturer. Apr 
18 at 11 at cffices of Richards, Market place, Pontefract 

Hobson, Thomas, Barnsley, out of business. Apr 23 at 10 at offices of 

ideal, Chronicle chambers, Barnsley 

Holier, Henry, Barnsley, Shopkeeper. Apr 17 at 11 at offices of Dibb 
and Co, Regent st, Barnsley 

Horne, Henry, Burnley, Painter. Apr 18 at 3 at the Exchange Hotel, 
Burnley. Hedgson, Buroley 

Houghton, William Henry, H igh Wycomte, Forniture Dealer. Apr 
10 at 2 at offices of Batting, Chureti sq, High Wycombe 

Howell-, Richer, Neath, Glamorgan, Publican. Apr 19 at 11 at offices 
of Davies, Alma place, Neath 

Howes, Joseph, and A'fred Joseph Howes, Birmingham, Electro 
Platers. Apr i7at2 at the Great Western Hotel, Monmouth st, 
Birmingham, Buller and Bickley, Birmingham 

Hughes, Henry Beadle, Newman st, Victoria Docks, Lighterman. Apr 
25 at 2 at offices of Slater and Co, Guildball chambers, Basinghall st. 
Harrison, London wali 

Horst, John, Oakham, Rutland, Beer Retailer. Apr 16 at 10 at offices 
of Law, St Mary’s place, Stratford 

Ingram, Thomas Wallace, Swansea, Brick Manvfacturer. Apr 16 at 3 
at offices of Tribe and Co, Temple st, Swansea. Donague, Swan- 


sea 

Islip, George, Elton, Northampton, Wheelwright. Apr 16 at 2 at 
otices of Deacon and Wilkins, Cross st, Peterborough 

Jackson, Walter Anthony, Regent st, Gun Maker. Apr 29 at 2 at 
offices of Vailance and Vallance, Essex st, Strand 

John, Evan, Bridgen’, Glamorgan, Vietualier. Apr 16 at 12 at offices 
of Stockwood, jon, Townhall chambers, Bridgend 

Jones, Alfred, Cotham, Er stol, House Decorator. Apr 19 at 12 at 
offices of Fernyhough, Beaufort buildings, Stepleton rd, Bristol 

Jones, Thomas, Chorlton-cpon-Mediock, Menchester, Warebouse 
dn gua Apr 2% at 3 at offices cf Choritcn, Brazennose st, Man- 


¢€ r 
Jones, Walter, Wolverhampton, Engineer. Apr 21 at 11 at offices of 
Coreer ani Fowler, Darlington st, Wolverham; 
Jordan, Robert, Kingston-apon-Hul), Smack Owner. Apr 18 at 3 at 
ua of Wocdhcause and Peach, Parliament st, Kingston-upon- 
a 


Keep, George, Acton, Bootmaker. Apr 17 at 3 at offices of Charitop, 
ard Co, Queen Victoria st. Muir, Southampton buildings, Chancery 


lane 
Kelly, Nathaniel, White st, Borough, Butcher. Apr 21 at 12 at offices, 
cf Moss, Gracechureli st 
Kerrnish, Edward John, Barrow-in-Furness, Chemist. Ape 16 at 1), 
at the Imperial Hotel, Barrow-in-Furness. Sims, Barrow-in-fur. 
nes 
Kershaw, Binns, Segar Kershaw, and Henry Kershaw, Manches'er, 
Cotton Manufacturers. Apr 22 at 11 at oftices of Sutton and Eliott, 
Fountain st, Manchester 
Landon, Rev John Whittington Ready, Braunton, Devon. Apr 17 g 
11.30 at offices of Thorne, Castie st, Barnstaple 
Lane, James, Lower George st, Chelsea, Grocer, Apr 15 at 2 at offices 
of Jones, Barnard’s inn, Holborn 
Lawless, Edward, Philpot lane, Stationer. Apr 23 at3 at the Guilg- 
hall Tavern, Gresham st. Young, Newgate st 
Leese, Stephen, jun, Longton, Stafford, Fish Hawker. Apr 17 at 11 at 
offices of Welsh, Caroline st, Longtun 
Lewis, David, Llanybree, Carmarthen, Draper. Apr 17 at 11 at 1, & 
Mary st, Carmarthen. Walter 
Lewis, John, Tredegar, Mon, Ironmonger. Apr 22 at 1 at the Hen, 
and Chickens Hotel, New st, Birmingham. Shepard, Tredegar 
Maltby, Henry, High st, Hampstead, Licensed Victualler. May 2 at 
2 at offices of Nash and Field, Q een Victoria st 
Mancktelow, William, Horsmonden, Kent, Builder. Apr 15 at 4 at 
otfices of Stone and Simpson, Church rd, Tunbridge 
Martin, Thomas, Wolverhampton, Tailor. Apr 18 at 3 at offices of 
Willcock, Queen’s chambers, North st, Wolverhampton 
May, Ann, Great Bedwyn, Wilts, Farmer. Apr 15 at 2 at offices of 
Morse Goulter, Hung-riord 
Merry, Thomas, Felion st, Hoxton, Baker. Apr 23 at 2 at offices of 
Bieckles, Guildhall chambers, Basinghall st. Fulcher, Horton rd, 
Hackney 
Mills, William, Gilgal, Stourport, Worcester, Builder, Apr 7 at3.30at 
offices of Miller and Co, Church st, Kidderminster 
Moore, Samue!, £ outhweil, Not:ingham, Licensed Victualler. Apr 2% 
at 3 at the Saracen’s Head Hotel, Southwell. Cockayne, Notiing- 
ham 
Odger, William Henry, Dyers buildings, Holborn, Hardware Factor. 
Apr 17 at 3 at offices of Cooper, Chancery Jane 
Ockleshaw, William, Liverpoo), General Merchant. Apr 17 at 2a 
offices of Harmood and Co, North John st, Liverpoo!, Laces and 
Co, Liverpool 
Nash, Samuel Daniels, Brierley Hill, Stafford, Licensed Victualler. 
Aprl5 at ll at the Talbot Hotel, Stourbridge. Shakespeare, Uid- 
bury 
Nichols, James Edward, Plymouth, Sloop Owner. Ape 17 at 12 at 
offices of Loye, Courtenay st, Plymouth 
Norton, Thomas, Wolverhampton, Grocer. Apr 17 at 11 at offices of 
Stratton, Queen st, Wolverhampton 
Palmer, Horatio, Bristol, Coal Merchant. Apr 16 at 3 at offices of 
Brown, Foster’s chambers, Small st, Bristol 
Pickering, William, Birmingbam, Wood Hoop Maker. Apr 17 at 3 at 
oftices of Fallows, Cherry st, Birmingham 
Pope, Joho, Frome, Somerset, Shopkeeper, Apr 2! at 12 at offices of 
McCarthy, King et, Frome 
Porter, Francis, Elizabeth st, Eaton eq, Grocer. Apr 16 at 3 at offices 
of Nicholls and Leatherdale, Old Jewry chambers, Foster, Bruns- 
wick sq 
Praagh, Lawrence Van, Hatton garden. Apr 28 at 3 at offices of Har- 
court and Macarthur, Moorgate st 
Precious, John, Knedlington, York, Farmer. Apr 10 at 3.30 at the Red 
Lion Hetel, Howden. Wright, Selby 
Puckett, George William, and Edward Jerman, Stanhope st, Euston 
rd, Makers of Pianoforte Fittings. Apr 16 at 2 at offices of Ditton, 
Ironmonger lane 
Pullan, James, Hanlgh, Lancaster, Theatrical Manager. Apr 17 at 2 
at cffices of Kyley and Haslam, Mawdsley st, Bolton 
Raxworthy, William Thomas, jun, Rotherhithe, Surrey, Stationer. 
Apr |8 at @ at offices of Mossop, Albert buildings, Queen Victoria st 
Rees, Richard, Treorky, Glamorgan, of no occupation, Apr 22 at 1 at 
the Royal Hotel, Cardiff. Morgan, Pontypridd 
Reynolds, John Burail, Bishopsgate st, Stock and Share Dealer, Apr 
25 at 12 at offices of Henderson, Moorgats st. Stacpoole and Son, 
Olid Broad st 
Richardson, Charles, Frampton, Lincoln, Farmer. Apr 15 at Il at 
offices of Jebb and Son, Wide Bargate, Boston 
Ridge, Henry, Wickersiey, near Rotherham, Parmer. Apr 16 at 11 at 
offices of Hodgkinson and Pashley, Main st chambers, Main st, 
Rotherham 
Rose, Charles, Leamington, Warwiek, Draper. Apr 17 at 12 at offices 
of Corer, Austinfriars, London 
Sampson, John Thomas, Oldiam, Timber Merchant. Apr 16 at 3 at 
Lyceum, Union st, Odh.m. Ponsonby and Carlisie, Oidham 
Sargeant, Jemes Albert, Shanklin, Isle of Wight, Builder. Apr 17 at 
3 at offices of Urry, 8t John’s ciambers, High st, Ventnor 
Schollar, Wil.iam James, Chelventham, Licensed Victualler, Apr 16 at 
10 at offices of Beard, Regent, Cuelcenham 
Shaw, Edmund, Leeds, Boot and Shoe Manufacturer. Apr 15 at 2 at 
Back Lion Hotel, Mil hill, Leeds. Biliinton, Leeds 
Shaw, Eli, Heckmondwike, York, Boot and Shoe Dealer, Apr 17 at > 
at offices of Sykes, Ings grove, Heckmondwike ? 
Shercliff, Jabez, Burton-on-Trent, Builder. Apr 16 at 11 at Midland 
Hotel, Station st, Burton-on-Trent. ‘Taylor, burton-on-Trent 
Simms, George, Wimbiedon, Surrey, Plumber. Apr 16 at 2 at offices 
of Banks, Bedford row 
Simpson, John, and George Lowe, Stockport, Chester, Brickmakers. 
Apr 16 at 3.30 at Yalatine Hotel, Hunt's bank, Manchestcr. McEwen, 
Manchester 
Sirdefield, Alfred George, Cannock, Staffo.d, Boot and Shoe Dealer. 
Ae 15 at 11 at offices of Dixon, Aun st, Birmingham. Clark, Willen- 
a 
Bketchley, Franci*, Lozells, Birmingham, Black Ornament Manufac~ 
turer, Apr 2) at 4 at offices of Green, Ann st, Birmingham 
Smal), John, Sunderland, Durbam, Innkeeper. Apr 21 at 3 at offices 
of Bell, Lambton st, Sunderland 





Smith, John, Brampton, Cumberland, Farmer, April 22 at 3 at offices 
Kamsbay and Mole, Brampton 
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Smith, Thdophilus, Sheffield, Sculptor. Apr 17 at 2.30 at Law So- 
ciety’s Rooms, Aldine court, Sheffield, Webster and Styring, Shef- 


field 

Snelson, Thomas, Hoylake, Chester, Builder. Apr !8 at 3 at officesof 
Connor, Victoria st, Liverpcol. Rrowne, Liverpool 

Snodgrass, Jamer, Upper Baker st, Costume Manufacturer. Apr 30 at 
4 at offices of Yorke and Brewer, Conduit st, Bond st 

Staples, William Henry, Birmingham, Baker. Apr 16 at 3 at offices 
of Jaques, Cherry st, Birmingham 

Stealey, Thomas Williams, Towyn, Merioneth, Tanner. Apr 17 at 12 
at Alexandria Hotel, Dale st, Liverpool. Jones, Aberystwith 

Stevens, Thomas Bolitho, Swansea, out of business. Apr 18 at 3 at 
offices of Leyson, Fisher st, Swansea 

Stokes, Henry, Birmingham, Jeweller, Apr 17 at 2 at offices cf 
Fallows, Cherry st, Birmingham 

Thomas, Morgan, Cowbridge, Glamorgan, Butcher. Apr 17 at 12 at 
offices of Clarke, Crockerbtown, Cardiff. Ord, Cowbridge 

Thomas, Richard, Cathays, Cardiff, out of business. Apr 16 at 11 at 
offices of Jones, Philharmonic chambers, St Mary st, Cardiff 

Thorogood, Thomas, Tunbridge We'ls, Kent, Builder. Apr 22 at 12at 
the Restaurant, Oxford terrace, Mount Pleasant rd, Tunbridge Wells. 
Andrew and Cheale, Tunbridge Wel's 

Tillett, William John, Leamington, Warwick, Tailor. Apr 24 at 12 at 
offices of Franklin, Strand 

Timperley, Hero, Urmston, Lancastar, Market Gardener. Apr 17 at 2 
offices of Tremewen, Bridge st, Manchester 

Tomkinson, John, Tanstall, Stafford, Commission Agent. Apr 15 at 
12 at offices of Llewellyn and Ackrill, Piccadilly st, ‘'unstall 

Warburton, John, Denaby, York, Engineer. Apr 18 at 2 at offices of 
North and Sons, East parade, Leeds 

Watkinson, Edwin Kermcn, Kingston-upon-Hull, Greecer. Apr 14 at 
1) at oe of Eaton, Manor House chambers, Bradley st, Kingston- 
upon-Hu 

Webster, Joseph, Leeds, Cloth Finisher. Apr 17 at 2 at offices of 
Ford and Warren, Albion st, Leeds 

Whitehouse, Henry, Shelfield, Stafford, Publican, Apr 15 at 11.30 at 
offices of Jackson, High st, West Bromwich 

Widdop, Robert, Snaith, York, Builder. Apr 17 at 2 at offices of 
Simpson and Burrell, Albion st, Leeds 

Wiidup, Sutcliffe, Skipton, York, Boat Builder. Apr 15 at 3 at the 
Ship Hotel, Skipton. Paget, Skipton 

Wiggins, William Cooper, Liverpool, Wine and Spirit Merchant. Apr 
18 at 11 at offices of Forrest, Fenwick st, Liverpool 

Wild, James, Oldham, Cotton Waste Dealer. Apr 17 at3 at offices of 
Simpson and Hockin, Clegg st, Oldham 

Wiliams, David Rowland, Cardift, Bonded and Free Store Merchant. 
Apr 22 at 3 at offices of Tribe and Co, Crockherbtown, Cardiff. Ste- 
phens, Cardiff 

Williams, Edmund, Astley, Lancaster, Plumber. Apr 16 at 3 at offices 
of Trappes and Lancashire, Police st, Manchester 


EDE AND 30N. 


ROBE Bees MAKERS 


BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT, 


To Her Majesty, the Lord Chancellor, the Whole of the Judicial Bench 
Corporation of London, &c. 


SOLICITORS’ AND REGISTRARS’ GOWNS, 
BARRISTERS’ AND QUEEN'S COUNSEL’S DITTO. 


TORPORATION ROBES UNIVERSITYS CLERGY GOWNS, &¢ 
ESTABLISHED 1689. 


94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 


By direction of the Executors of the late Andrew Cuthell, Esq.— 
Highly important Sale of valuable long Leasehold well-let Properties. 
Ground-rents, and Improved Ground-rents, most fully secured, 
offering thoroughly sound and eligible opportunities for the safe in- 
vestment of capital. 


ESSRS. ROGERS & CHAPMAN are favoured’ 

with instructions to offer fur SALE by AUCTION, at the 

MART, Tokenhouse-yard, E.C., on TUESDAY, the 29th day of” 

APRIL, 1879, at TWO o’clock precisely, in several Lots, the valuable 

GROUND-RENTS, Improved Ground-rents, long Leaseho’d private 

Houses and Business Premises, produciog a total net income of about 
£1,600 per annum. 


The Grourd-rents and Improved Ground-rents are derived from 
prorerty situate in North-row, Oxford-street ; Belgrave-square ; stabling 
in Lowndes-mews; and an entire mews, known as Warwick-piace- 
mews, South Belgravia. 


The Private Residences comprise No. 11, Warwick-square, with 
stabling ; No. 99, St. George’s-square ; No, 27, St. George’s-road; and 
No. 120, Warwick-street (overlooking Eccleston-square), South Bei- 
gravia, 


The Business Premises compriss Nos. 85, 87, 89, 91,93, and 95, 
Charlwood-street, South Belgravia. 


The above private and business houses are well let, on repairing 
leases, at inadequate rentals. 


Particulars and conditions of sale of 
Messrs. HOPGOOD, FOSTER, & DOWSON, Solicitors, 17a, White- 
hail-place, 8.W. ; : 
at the Mart, E.C.; and of Messrs. ROGERS & CHAPMAN, Surveyors 
and Auctioneers, 50, Be’grave-road, South Belgravia, S.W., and 78, 
Gloucester-road, South Kensington, S.W. 








Williams, John, Cardiff, Butcher. Apr 17 at 3 at offices of Steph 
and Co, Queen’s chambers, Cardiff. Dalton and Co, Cardiff 

Williams, Morgan, Pontypridd, Innkeeper. Apr 17 at 12 at offices of 
Morgan, Market p!, Pontypridd, Phillips, Aberdare 

Wilson, John, Kirkdale, Liverpool, Boot and Shoe Maker. Apr 22 at3 
at offices of Nordon and Mason, Victoria st, Liverpool 

Wilson, Thomas Davis, and Joshna Griffiths, Leabrook, Tipton, Coal 
oe Apr 15 at 2.30 at offices of Jackson, High st, West Brom- 
wic 

Wood, Henry, Radford, Nottingham, Boot and Shoe Manufacturer. 
Apr 17 at 2.30 at the Lion Hotel, Clumber st, Nottingham. Wright 
and Hincks, Leicester 

Wood, Henry, Mirfield, York, Boot and Shoe Maker. Apr 21 at 10.30 
at offices of Fisher, Queen st, Huddersfield 

Wood, Thomas, Middlesborongh, Builder. Apr 16 at 11 at offices of 
Jackson and Jackson, Albert rd, Middlesborough 

Wright, Joseph, Hightown, York, Colliery Proprietor. Apr 16 at il 
at offices of Terry and Robinson, Market st, Bradford 

Youngman, Owen, Villiers st, Strand, Tobacconist, Apr 18 at 1 at 
offices of Chinery and Aldridge, Fenchurch st 


SCHWEITZER’S COCOATINA, 


Anti-Dyspeptic Cocoa or Chocolate Powder. 

Guaranteed Pure Soluble Cocoa of the Finest Quality, with the 
excess of fat extracted. 

The Faculty pronounce it ‘the most nutritious, perfectly digestible 
beverage for Breakfast, Luncheon, or Supper, and invaluable for 
Invalids aad Children.” 

Highly commended by the entire Medical Press. 

Being without sugar, spice, or other admixture, it suits all palates, 
keeps better in all climates, and is four times the strength of cocoas 
THICKENED yet WEAKENED with starch, &c., and IN REALITY CHEAPER 
than such Mixtures. 

Made instantaneously with boiling water, a teaspoonful to a Break 
fast Cup, costing less than a halfpenny. 

CocoaTINA A LA VANILLE is the most delicate, digestible, cheapest 
ie Chocolate, an’ may be taken when richer chocolate is pro- 
hibited, 

In tin packets at 1s, 6d., 3s., &c., by Chemists and Grocers. 
Charities on Special Terms by the Sole Proprietors, 
H. SCHWEITZE & CO., 10, Adam-street, London, W.C. 


PAINLESS DENTISTRY. 


MR. G. H. JONES, 
SURGEON DENTIST, 
57, GREAT RUSSELL-STREET, BLOOMSBURY 

(Immediately opposite the British Museum), 
Will be glad to forward his new Pamphlet gratis and post-free, which 
omen the on rtectly painless system of adapting ARTIFICIAL 
TEETH (protected by Her Majesty’s Royal Letters Patent), which 
have obtained five Prize Medals, London 1862, Paris 
1867, Philadelphia 1876, Vienna 1873, and New York 
1853.—Consultation daily free, 











By direction of the Trustees of the late Andrew Cathe!!, Esq.— 
Important Sale of valuable long Leasehold, well-let Properties, 
Ground-rents, and Improved Ground-rents, amply secured, afford- 
ing most favourable and desirable opportunities for the safe invest- 
ment of capital. 


ESSRS. ROGERS & CHAPMAN aare favoured 
with instructions to offer for SALE by AUCTION, at the 
MART, Tckenhouse-yard, E.C., on WEDNESDAY, the 80th day of 
APRIL, 1879. at TWO o’clock precisely, ia several Lots, the valuable 
GROUND-RENTS, Improved Ground-rents, and long Leasehold, 
private Residences, producing a total net income of about £700 per 
annum, These properties may be fairly characterized as first-class in- 
vestments. The Grouni-rents and Improved Ground-rents are de~ 
rived from houses, stabies, and ground in Clepham-park, Surrey ; long 
leaseholds in South Belgravia. The private residences are situate at 
Warwick-street, Hugh-street, Lupus-street, Lillington-street, and 
Churton-place, South Belgravia. The private houses are well let to 
old, good paying, t-nants at inadequte rentals. 
For particulars and conditions of sale apply to 
Messrs. HOPGOOD, FOSTER, & DOWSON, Solicitors, 17a , 
Whitehal!-place, 8.W. ; 
at the Mart, E.C.; and of Messrs, ROGERS & CHAPMAN, 50, Bel- 
grave-road, South Belgravia, S.W., and 78, Gloucester-road, South 
Kensington, 8.W. 





Valuable Freehold Wharf Property on the Thames, Bankside, fo 
Investment, with early possession of one it desired, 


N ESSRS. FULLER, HORSEY, SONS, & CO. 
are instructed by the Trustees of the late James Newton, Esq., 
to SELL by AUCTION, at the MART, Tokenhouse-yard, E.C., on 
FRIDAY, MAY ‘6th, at 1WO precisely, in Two Lots, TWO valuable 
FREEHOLD WHARVES, known as Holland and Iron Wharves, Nos. 
80 and 81, Bankside, Sou'hwark, close to Blackfriars-bridge and the 
London, Chatham, and Dover Railway Station, comprising :— 


Lot 1.—Holland Wharf, No. 80, Bankside, has a waterside frontage 
to the Thames of about 56ft. by an average depth of about 140it. The 
ground area is about 8,000 square feet, and the present tenants have 
made a considerable outlyy mm ccnverting the buildings into an iron 
girder warehouse. Let on leese to Messrs. Measures, Brothers, and 
Co., at the moderate rent of £525 per annum. 


Lot 2.—Iron Wharf, No. 81, Bankside, adjoining, has a waterside 
frontage to the Thames of about 4lft. by an average depth of adout 
133ft., the ground area is about 7,100 square feet, »nd the premises 
comprise, in addition to the wharf, spacious counting houses, stabling, 
and large enclosed yard. In the occupation of Messrs, Bailey, Pegg; 
and Co., Iron Merchants, at the low rent of £380 per annum, for a 
term dete:minable Michaelmas, 1880, when vacant pos ession can be 
had, or a much i d rental anticipated 

May be viewed till the sale by leave of the tenants. Particulars and 
plans i. be had of 

A. DIGGLES, Esq., Sulicitor, Hiberrfia-chambers, London-bridge, 


8.8. 
at the Mart ; and of Messrs, FULLER, HORSEY, SONS, & CO,, It 
Billiter-equare, London, 8.0, 
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FREEHOLD PROPERTIES. 
ESSRS. HASLAM & SON will SELL by AUC- 
TION, at ‘CHE QUEEN’S HOTEL, READING, on TUESDAY, 
MAY the 6th, 1879, the following very desirable FREEHOLD PROP- 
ES :— 
oo VALE OF BERKS,—Highly desirable Freehold Estate of 305 
acres of first-class land, in the parish of Sutton Courtenay, with com- 
forrable farm-house, capital agricultural buildings, and labourers’ 
cottages. The house and homestead are well placed in the village of 
Sutton Courtenay, and the land lies between the village and the adjoin- 
ing parish of Didcot, the Didcot Railway Station and Market being 
within ene mile, The Steventon Station and the first-class market 
town and station of Abingdon are within three miles. This capita! 
farm is in the occupation of a highly-desirable yearly Michaelmas 
tenant, at a rent (inclusive of the Milton land advertised below) of 
£492 15s. per anrum, and will be found to possess attractions for occu- 
pation or as a sound investment —Solicitors, Messrs, Lake, Beaumont, 
and Lake, 10, New-square, Lincoln’s-inn, London, 

MILTON, Berks, about one mile from the Steventon Station, and 
four from Abingdon.—Two inclosures of first-class Meadow Land, 
together 17a. 3r. 21p., ornamentaliy timbered, and well placed in the 
village of Milton, immediately opposite the Church, the Rectory, and 
the grounds of Milton House, with a very considerable frontage to the 
road to the mill. This land is eligible for building.—Solicitors, Messrs. 
Lake, Beaumont, and Lake, 10, New-square, Lincoln’s-inn, London, 

The FALCON INN, and the adjoining Premises, at Theale, near 
Reading, Berks, within half a mile ot the station.—An old-establ shed, 
fully-licensed, and very capital Free Inn, admirably placed in the 
centre of the village of Theale, and known as the Falcon Inn, with the 
extensive premises and meadow land in the rear thereof, in the occu- 
pation of Mr. Charles Duckett; the shop, dwelling-house, and busi- 
ness premises in the occupation of Mr. Duffin; a valuable enclosure rf 
meadow lend, near the Theale Station; and an arable field and a 
paddock near Mr. Benyon’s fishery. The Auctioneers desire to draw 
the special a'tention of brewers and the public to this commodious, 
well-known, and old-established free inn and adjoining business pre- 

mises.—Solicitors, Messrs, Lake, Beaumont, and Lake, 10, New-square, 
Linco'n’s-inn, London. 

PANGBOURNE, Berks.— Freehold Cottages, with gardens, occupy- 

ing a commanding site in this favourite village at the corner of the 
roads to Tidmarsh and to Ashempstead, fronting the village street, 
immediately opporite the church and the Mull,and near to the Pang- 
bourne Station and the r:ver Thames, Any gentleman desiring to secure 
agcod freehold building site in this favourite village, where land is not 
often to be obtained, will find this an opportunity which should not be 
neglected. The cottages are let to weekly tenants.—Solicitors, Messrs. 
Lake, Peaumont, and Lake, 10, New-square, Lincoln’s-inn, London, 

The LAURELS, Tilehurst-ccmmon, rear Reading.—A desirable 
Freehold Residential Property of three or five acres, pleaswntly placed 
in this rema? kably healthy lceality, comprising a comfortable residence, 
containirg four recepticn rooms, study, 10 bed rooms and a dressing 
room, kitchens, and offices ; stabling premises, grounds, garden, and 
mendow lend. the whole well fenced in and with considerable road 
frcntage. This property, which is three miles from the first-class town 
and staticns ot Readirg, and abont half a m'le from ‘Jilehurst Church, 
is aémirably edepted tor a school, or for the residence of a family re- 
quiring considerable accommcdation. A pertion of the Jani is avail- 
abie for building purposes, for which, in this remarkably healthy and 
favourite locality, there is an increasing dsmand.— Solicitors, Messrs, 
Blandy and Witherington, Reading. 

SHINFIELD, neer Reading.—A desirable small Landed Investment, 
known #s )ullit’s Farm, comprising three !aboureis’ cottages, farm- 
baildir gs, yards, end 28a. Ir. 2p. of very capital arable, pasture, and 
Orch ara )¢nd. well placed in the perich of Shinfield, near to Spencer’s- 
‘wood-ecrmon end Three Mile Cross, and within four miles of the 
merket 1cwn and stations of Reading. It is in the occupation of a 
first-class tenant, but pessession can be secured if desired.—Solicitor, 
zn. C. Dryland, Esq., Reading. 

Particulars, p'ans, and conditions of sale may be obtained at the 
Estate Exchange, Auc‘ion Mart, London ; at the Queen’s Hotel, Read- 
ing ; of the reszeciive Solicitors; or of Messrs. HASLAM & SON, 
Lerd Agents and Auctioneers. 17, Friar-etreet, Reading. 


ESSKS. DEBKNHAM, TEWSUN & FAKMEN'S 

LIST of ESTATES and HOUSES to beSOLD or LET, including 

Landed Estates, Town and Country Residences, Hunting and Shooting 
Quarters, Farms, Ground Rents, Rent Charges, House Property and 
Investments generally, is published on the first day of each month, 
and may be obtained, free ofcharge, at their offices, 80, Cheapside, ECA 
0: wil! be sent by postin return for two stamps,—Particulars for inser 


tion should be received not later than four days previous tothe end 
of the preceding month. 


ORTHERN COUN'TIES OF ENGLAND FIRE 
INSURANCE COMPANY (LIMITED). 
Head Office: Fennell-street, Manchester. 
Caritatr— ONE MILLION STERLING, 

PAID-UP end INVESTED- - - - + £230,000 
Being the second largest Paid-up Capital of any Company in the 
Kingdom purely devoted to fire business. 
ANNUALINCOME upwardsof - - + «+ £100,000 

The Northern Counties of England, being eseentially a Non-Tariff 
Cimyany. isin no way beund by the fixed rates of the Tariff Companies, 
brt rates each risk on its own individual merits, giving every eon- 
sideration 10 spperiority in construction and management, and making 
a Iberel ell. wance fer fire-extingnishing appliances. 

Surveys made and Retes queted Free of Charge. 

Special terme silowed to Selicitors for the introduction of Business, 

JAMES FE. CRABTREE, General Manager. 

‘| ‘hE NEW ZEALAND AGRICULTUBAL 

COMPANY. LIMIJED, Issues MORTGAGE DEBENTURES at 
5, 54, and 6 PERCENT. The Company can now undertake all kinds 
of Agency Eusincss end the Management of Properties in the Colony. 
A limited rumber of Cadsts will be received by the Company from 
time to time to proceed to New Zeeland to learn Sheep Farming and 
Agriculiure. Applications to be made to the Secretary, from whom 


the necessary papers can be obtained, 
110, Cannon-street. JOHN SCOTT CAVELL, 














AW UNION FIRE and LIFE INSURANCE 
4 COMPANY. Chief Office—126, Chancery-lane, London, W,¢, 
The Funds in hand and Capital subseribed amount to upwards of 
£1,500,000 sterling. 
Chairman—Jamzs Cuppon, Esq., Barrister-at-Law, Goldsmith-buila 
ing, Temple. 
Deputy-Chairman—O. Pemserton, Esq. (Lee & Pembertons) , Solicitor 
44, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, 
Every description of Fire and Life Insurance business transacted, 
The Directors iavite attention to the new form of Life Policy, which 
is free from all conditions, 
The Company advances Money on Mortgage of Life Interest and 
Reversions, whether absolute or contingent. 
Prospectuses, Copies of the Directors’ Report, and Annual Balance 
sheet, and every information, sent post free, on application to 
FRANK M‘GEDY, Actuary and Secretary. 


as AGRA BANK (LIMITED). 
Established in 1833.—Capital, £1,000,000, 

HEAD OFFICE—NICHOLAS-LANE, LOMBARD-STREET, LONDON, 
Brancuss in Edinburgh, Calcutta, Bombay, Madras, Kurrachee, Agra, 
Lahore, Shanghai, Hong Kong, 

Current Accounts are kept at the Head Office on the terms eus- 
tomsry with London bankers, and interest allowed when the credit 
balance does not fall below £100. 

Deposits received for fixed periods on the following terms, viz. :— 
At 5 per cent. per annum, subject to 12 months’ notice of withdrawal, 
For shorter periods deposits will be received on terms to be 
upon, 

B11ts issued at the current exchange ofthe day on any ofthe Branches 
© the Bank free of extra charge ; and approved bills purchased or sent 
for collection. 

SaLEs AND Purcwases effected in British and foreign securities, in 
mans India Stock and loans, and the safe custody of the same under- 
taken. 

Interest drawn and army, navy, and civil pay and pensions realized, 

Every other description of banking business and money agency. 
British and Indian transacted. J. THOMSON, Chairmap, 


AN IMPORTANT CONVENIENCE TO LAW WRITERS AND 
SOLICITORS, 


SOLI ° 
STEPHENS’ SCARLET INK FOR STEEL PENS, 


This new Ink supplies the demand continual:y made but never 
before met, for a Red Ink which is uninjured by Steel or other 
Metallic Pens. Steel Pens left inthis ink for months do not impair 
the beauty of its colour, nor are the Pens in the least corroded by it. 
The existing Red Inks rapidly destroy Steel Pens, and lose their red 
colour if used with other than Gold or Quill Pens. This new colour 
isa very rich scarlet red of great beauty. The colou~ of this ink is 
not affected by use upon parchment, and is consequently of great 
value to Solicitors and Draught 


Sold in stone bottles, retail at 1s., 2s., 3s. ; and Imperial Quarts of 
40 ounces at 6s.each. Also in glass bottles at 6d. and ls. each, 














K ™48an's LL WHISKY. 
TZ INAHAN’S LL WHISKY. Pure, Mild and 


Mellow, Delicious and most Wholesome. Universally recom- 
mended by the Profession. The Cream of Old Irish Whiskies, 





‘[¢ INAHAN’S LL WHISKY. Dr. Hassall says— 
by. “Soft and Mellow, Pure, well Matured, and of very excellent 
quality. 





INAHAN’S LL WHISKY. Gold Medal, Paris 
Exhibition, 1878 ; Dublin Exhibition, 1865, the Gold Medal. 
20, Great Titchfield Street, London, W. 


IEBIG COMPANY'S EXTRACT OF MBAT. 


A SLIGHT ADDITION OF THE EXTRACT GIVES GREAT 
STRENGTH AND FLAVOUR TO sOUPS, MADE DISHES, 

AND SAUCES, AND EFFECTS GREAT ECONOMY. 
IEBIG COMPANY’S EXTRACT OF MEAT. 
Caution.—Genuine only with facsmile of Baron Liebig’s a~ 
ture in blue ink caross Jabel. ihiess 


| Fasememae COMPANY’S EXTRACT OF MEAT, 


In use in most households th t the Kingdom, 


L TEBIG COMPANY'S EXTRACT OF MEAT 


BRAND An D CO’S OWN SAUCE. 
GOUPS, PRESERVED PROVISIONS 
POTTED MEATS and YORK and GAME PIES, 
E SSENCE OF BEEF, BEEF TEA 
rPURTLE SOUP, AND JELLY, and other 
GPE CIALITIES for 1NVALIDS. 


~ A 









































~ CAUTION :—BEWARE OF IMITATIONS. 
Sole Address: 
11, LITTLE STANHOPE STREET, MAYFAIR, W. 
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